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Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


f%rT 

(RvOi) tidlli R'NHI) 

Ml, 18 TOdCl, 2019 

TO.3TT. 366—to: ffron 22.1.2014 # srf&i^-ddi ftro tto ft TOfTOR mro tor 

ft rnfNr Tt tor tot ft 3pri% % f%iT 2]T srrot 3n%^ft tot, to- ft TOpt ft, tototo %fet fro t +i4mh+ froTOro 
f TO? TOT ffjTO ffro tot to: 

3ftT TO: ft f. fkT d^l41 TTTO TO % (OT 3ffr TOftf TOTTOTO) T#TO 1970 f fn 8 f TOT- 

frr (4) f TOTTOTOT f srgTOT ffrotTO 3.7.2018 f TOT f TOTO TOTO TOW TOtffTO %TOC TOTO to TOT w TO ff TOT 
TO TOf +l4MH+ fffTOT f TO TO Tgf fTT TOTTTO f TOTTO tTO % TO4TOTO TO 4^Rd ftWT wf if 3TTOTOT TOTO 
% f%TT TO Tt TOT ffro TOTT ffrof 7TOTO #7 ft tft TO3TO TORT, if TOTTO^aTRTOfiff (ffTOTO) TO ^44l4 
TO% TOIRTTOff ft TO, ffTOTT T?t TO?f TOT TOT TO# TOTO TOT, ftp# 3# TO% ff TORTR# ft: 

3# TO: TOTTTO f TOTTO % f TO# % ft TOT TOT-fTO (4) f TOTO# f TOf if TOTTOTO ffTOT TOT TO: 


1413 GI/2019 
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3fnc r: tottot rt# r^to % rr TO # %. #rr ?i^i41 ttto % tor sftr Tort #tort fro % ## # 
f^rqf&Rt TOfR toto tottoTO tot f#R fro 3# tort #itoto % % +i4mh+ #%toto TO r tot # %. #tt 

sf^l# Rf TO #! TjfT TOT f^TOTT TORT #RTO #TO TO TOTOTO TOxT R (<?M RR) # RTOvRTTO TOTO?f if TOR 
V4i4 +KTOK TOTOTt T#TO 11% TO# TOxF R if RRT TORT #TRT #TO % #TO if HWi^f |: 

R: SR froTOT# TOTO# (TOTOTOTOT TOT TOR R torto) TOf##ITO, 1970 # TOT 9 TO Rifcr TOR #%# 
TOT TORT TOR fir ##TO TRTOK TOFT RT# TO# #TO (m TOF TO## TOTOR) T#TO, 1970 TO #T 8 TO 

TOT-#! (4) % TOTOTO# TO STcntxT TOR #%#f TOT TOTOTTO TO# fir if## TOTTOTT, RTf TOJTO #if R 1% #t %. 4tn 

to^t# tr tot rttto terror fro % tottotottoto ##tto to r % rttot tort terror fro % f|ro # ttrt#tto f, to#, 

TOTOfTTT, R R TO TOTTOTTO RTrft || 

R TO^ RTTOFTTO, TO# f##f if TO. #t. s(^l4) TTTO TORT R TOTO % TOTRT if f# TOlf%TOT (#) 
14014/2018 % TOftTOR % 3TR#T 11 

[TOT. TO. 16/13/2018-##-!] 
TOR fTOTT, #%?TTO 


MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Financial Services) 

New Delhi, the 18 th January, 2019 

S.O. 366.— Whereas Shri K. Veera Brahmaji Rao was appointed as Executive Director, Punjab National Bank, 
vide notification dated 22.1.2014, for a period of five years from the date of his taking over the charge of the post or, 
until further orders, whichever is earlier: 

And whereas, Shri K. Veera Brahmaji Rao, was given opportunity in terms of the provisions of sub-paragraph (4) 
of paragraph 8 of the Nationalised Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 1970, to show cause 
vide letter dated 3.7.2018 why he should not be removed from office for having failed in exercising proper control over 
the functioning of Punjab National Bank while serving as its Executive Director, which enabled the fraud in the bank 
through misuse of SWIFT at the bank's Brady House, Mumbai Branch to persist undetected for several years, 
snowballing into a large amount: 

And whereas, the Board of Punjab National Bank was also consulted in terms of the provisions of sub-paragraph 
(4) ibid.: 

And whereas, after considering the matter, including Shri Rao’s reply to the show cause notice and the comments 
of the Board of Punjab National Bank, and considering that Shri K. Veera Brahmaji Rao’s continuation in office as 
Executive Director, Punjab National Bank needs to be viewed in the context of his failure in like [top management] 
capacity in Punjab National Bank, the Central Government is satisfied that it is expedient in the interests of Punjab 
National Bank to remove him from the said office: 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred under the provisions of sub-paragraph (4) of paragraph 8 of the 
Nationalised Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provision) Scheme, 1970, made by the Central Government in 
exercise of powers under section 9 of the Banking Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 1970, 
the Central Government hereby removes Shri K. Veera Brahmaji Rao from the office of Executive Director of Punjab 
National Bank, with immediate effect, for the reason that it is satisfied that it is expedient in the interest of Punjab 
National Bank to so remove. 

This is subject to outcome of the W.P. (014014/2018 in the matter of K. V. Brahmaji Rao V/s Union of India, 
in the High Court of Delhi at New Delhi. 


[F. No. 16/13/2018-BO-I] 
SANJAY KUMAR, Director 










1118 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : MARCH 16, 2019/PHALGUNA 25, 1940 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


Hf if "41, 6 hf-aO, 2019 

RT.aTT. 368—WRrfk 7HH % RffftRH, 1955 (1955 RT 23) ft STRT 20 ft RT-HRT (3R) R HFT 
nffH mrr 19 % (r) snrr hrh Hifpfr rt hhth Rrf fn, V£l 4 h’rk, Wforr, ft fffter fRR 3 ^ 1 ^- 

(RRifff: 29.5.1946) RT RT dl-Clte! f TnpFf ft Rrff % f%TT srfit 3FRT Rif ft HR, ft ft 

To% fr, TiiArfiAi t£h #r f Vi) 4 fffsiR r>rh f rsi+iPi* ^t-h’+i-D fffHR f rt rc *jh: Riffr Rrft |i 

[RT. R. 6/31/2018-ftft-I] 

rrh ^pnr ftFr, srt ?rf%H 


New Delhi, the 6th February, 2019 

S.O. 368. —In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of section 19, read with sub-section (3A) of 
section 20 of the State Bank of India Act, 1955 (23 of 1955), Central Government, hereby re-nominates Shri Girish 
Kumar Ahuja (DOB: 29.5.1946) as part-time non-official director on the Central Board of Directors of State Bank of 
India, for a period of one year from the date of this notification, or until further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 6/31/2018-BO.I] 

SANJAY KUMAR MISHRA, Under Secy. 


Hi R"4), 6 2019 

resit. 369.—hk414 rr #r RffffRT, 1955 (1955 rt 23) ft airr 20 ft hrhrt (3r) f ttft 
nffr mrr 1 9 f ’rr (r) httt rtf Ht%ft rt wrt Rrf |tt fftir tor, uci^ki, if. tft (rr 
ffff: 2.6.1953) ft ^ srf&ipiTr ft ft 3TH%fifTT 3T4HT RFt Rlfft HR, ft ft Rif ft, 

HTTrftR RZ #R f fftR iff SIR RRT f f HRlffR fr-’T’RTft Iff HR f R? RC RT: HlffH RRft |l 

[RT. H. 6/1/2018-ftft-I] 

RRH fRTT ffR, RRCRffR 


New Delhi, the 6th February, 2019 

S.O. 369. —In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of section 19, read with sub-section (3A) of 
section 20 of the State Bank of India Act, 1955 (23 of 1955), Central Government, hereby re-nominates Dr Pushpendra 
Rai (DOB: 2.6.1953) as part-time non-official director on the Central Board of Directors of State Bank of India, for a 
period of one year from the date of this notification, or until further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 6/1/2018-BO-I] 
SANJAY KUMAR MISHRA, Under Secy. 

Hfff’ff, 11 RTRft, 2019 

RT.3ir. 370.—U'fl4'T4 #R (RTH 3TfR Rf[f HHRH) *#4, 1970 f fCT 8 R HR-fcT (1) f HFT HffH 
#RRlft RRft (HHRHT RT R^H fpc 3TRRT) Rff if 44, 1970 ft RFT 9 ft RT-OTR (3) R WF (R) RRT RFH 
HftRtt RT WFT RTH fTT, fftn RCRK, HRRITT, if 441 tR ft HfTRfjR, Tjft HfffRRf it. (RR ffff 
4.3.1966) ft HHR R1WPC HRH RTH ft d l-fN f ftH RF ft Riff R ffpT 3FTRT RRH 3flf ft HR, ftftRpt 
ft, RH7T #R f RlfRRR fff HR f R? RC ffjRT RTrft |l 

[RT. H. 4/5/2018-ftfr-I] 
RRT fHRC ffR, RFC *rf%cT 
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New Delhi, the 11th February, 2019 

S.O. 370.—In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 1970, read with sub-paragraph (1) of paragraph 8 of the 
Nationalised Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 1970, Central Government hereby appoints 
Ms Manimekhalai A. (DOB: 4.3.1966), General Manager, Vijaya Bank as Executive Director, Canara Bank, for a period 
of three years with effect from the date of assumption of office, or until further order, whichever is earlier. 


[F. No. 4/5/2018-BO-I] 
SANJAY KUMAR MISHRA, Under Secy. 


'mHT'P, fitw rHTT H^M-q 
(•tuPT'ti aftrsrfitaFr 

6 RTT, 2019 

^T.3ir. 371.—%^ ■hcfk TTrf^irr ptfrt stFsiPi^h, 1946 (1946 tt srf&f^rw 

*tw 25) HITT 3 sTFT 9fi%FTt TT WRT 37# fn PHqPif# anwi 3?T 3TWHT % 
t#t t f## ttpt ’4t f#fr f%5rr ## wrw nrr # fifSt ti 

{W>) HSNK 7FJJFFT (wfSR) 3if&lRqB, 2018 (2018 3T 3rf&f#rr wrr 16) % ## 4^«fl4 

3TW?T rT*TT 

(w) tit# # tt 9hRi+ wnff, 3fhc tn# iff# w 

cTS^ft FT 3m 3FT SFTtrra' 4T 3TqrraT % f%TT| 

[W. t. 228/03/2019-nfHr-II] 
TT7i. i fi'.3TR. t#i£), suR^if# 

MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC GRIEVANCES AND PENSIONS 
(Department of Personnel and Training) 

New Delhi, the 6th March, 2019 

S.O. 371.—In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 3 of the Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 
1946 (Act No.25 of 1946), the Central Government hereby specifies the following offences to be investigated by the 
Delhi Special Police Establishment namely:- 

(a) Offences punishable under The Prevention of Corruption (Amendment) Act, 2018 (Act No. 16 of 2018) 

and 

(b) Attempts, abetments and conspiracies in relation to or in connection with the above mentioned 
offences and any other offence or offences committed in the course of the same transaction or arising 
out of the same facts. 

[F. No. 228/03/2019-AVD-II] 
S.P.R. TRIPATHI, Under Secy. 
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f%STT R'hmi) 

diffRt, 2 Tlf, 2019 


^T.Sir. 372.—Rr? HT4IT, T7T WFTT ft ffltT 23 ^TflT, 2016 #C 29 ^T, 2017 cT«TT 13 ffflT 
2018 ft EFrRwP srfRgwRr f 313+KUI Rfr RffrfRR yR'44d srf&ffqTT 1988 (1988 4T 54) ft STITT 12 f 
ht«t Tftcr snrr 1 1 f snrr wr H%ff ttt tpRjt |tt u^ki ft hit. ffTFT, 3 hIuuh(44iR^ti), ’jf 

3TTT TJ^THPuT, ^T, wNfTT fk ETftfRrfRft fREFT, 4d)i4 H<4K, ffk, ft - 6, 1-ft-Rr, 3||dUUH 
ffftft, 1(4 N-H3TR R3flFT, REST - 6, ; DIHI J - 560 102, ft TF STfR^TETT f TFTlft RR ft fRfR R sftr ff?TW 
23 TplT, 2016 ft HERwr stRrjfttT f FTSEF R srfll^P d RtRIRR RRwr f HlRt f(R f STTTfRr WT f 
wReft tut RifrfRR TfRrjFr f etR) frf 4T hw eRiRRt Trft fi 

[W.R. 27-9/2012-^fl 
ft. TT7T. ttwt fpFI Hffr 


MINISTRY OF HUMAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT 
(Department of Higher Education) 

New Delhi, the 2nd March, 2019 

S.O. 372.—In continuation of this Ministry's Notifications of even number dated 23 rd November, 2016 and 
29 th June, 2017, 13 th December, 2018 and in exercise of the powers conferred by Section 11 read with section 12, of the 
Auroville Foundation Act, 1988 (54 of 1988), the Central Government hereby nominates Shri M. Madan Gopal, IAS 
(Retired), Former Additional Chief Secretary, Department of Forest, Environment and Ecology, Government of 
Karnataka, Mathru Kutir, C-6, 1 st B-Main, IAS Colony, HSR Layout, Sector-6, Bangalore - 560102, as member of the 
Governing Board of the Auroville Foundation for a period effective from the date of notification and up to the term of 
the initial constitution of the Governing Board of Auroville Foundation, notified vide Notification of even number dated 
23 rd November, 2016. 

[F. No. 27-9/2012-UU] 
Dr. N. SARAVANA KUMAR, Jt. Secy. 


ftEFT REFDT 

T# ffRt, 8 RTF, 2019 

^T.3ir. 373— 4K4K ft 4^ TiRR fFTT 11% ThR 31 R ip4Pd fR Sf ft TftR R 

44441 3li%nTr fflT tTFt ft RbFFTT | I 

3TTT, TtF 3FJTjff if 4p4Rld f Rr f ^fft ft sRlffs 4 tR ElRt flT RWT 

04fiOH/TTTT/srfsl^4d 1/2018-19/01, Tnff’a' 5 RHM<, 2018 TT fRRsTF, )RRE4 44ff) (44144), EfFlft 
fHfl-d-H Pi Rid, 4H)P f%R, TT44T fFf, pFT 41H4([<-768018, flfflTT f 4l4p4 if 4T 
BUFFT SFRRtTr TTBFT), ffR ¥H 4Ndl 3ffr ffsn^T R*4TT PR id, Rlddldl ftF, 44% TTT, Tift (dll if d) f 
+ 14)44 if 4T 41441 R 4 d 4, 1, 4liR4 TTTT iffe, 4444141 -700001 f 444p4 if 4T PFIT 444i->, ff4T 
3HpT, 'fft^IT f 414144 R ff^TT 4T HWI |; 

SET:, 3R, Vtfl4 -HT4K 44441 STITT RRsuRt 3jfT R4H) srfRffFT 1957(1957 4T 20) (PR ThR 
Wf WRT TvT SjfslRdH WT W |l) ft STTTT 4 ft TT-SHTT (1) 3TITT TRTT f%ff TT WtT 4TR fT, TtT 

3i^fi R dP4Pd ^fR R fuiR 4T ttR f 3jqR arr^FT ft tjw fR 11 


TTF 3T5^ff R RRcI JjR R Rdd4 ft# wf%T, - 
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(i) F^f ffir ft ff% f%rff ftf ft ftf t ft ff% fftt f%rft Ff&w % spsfF ft stt^t ft 
f%ft; ft 

(ii) Frrff stitt 4 # tf-fitt (3) % 3rtffF#F#f%rft +i4=nf) ^ ft ^fai% 
% f^pr ftf srf&PtFF # fttt 6 % arsfrr hPi+t ft ftft ft f%ft; ft 

(iii) srf^f^rpj- ^ fttt 13 # ff-fttt (1) % st#t fftf ft f# ^spt aFpririFT F msi if ft 
arfitfftFF # fttt 13 # ^r-snrr (4) % FtffF fftf ft ff wf f| F Prq; 4 Rf j ft ftft ft 
f%ft ftt ftf srf&i^nT # ftf 13 #■ tf-ftf (1) f (i) f ft (iv) if PPRa ffT % 
ffst if wicT wr Ft TriPPr ftf f Pit; <jcffrp ^frr f wf^F Fft 4 hPmi, ftf! fr sn^r 
FFnwf ft, 

IF srf&l^-rMi % TM'-M if FFTFF FlffF if F^ - f^F % 'jffFT PfelF FF#€t(FFTFF), FBTFft FFTppTF 
PlPiT, FPjfTf f%TT FT fiFF, FTF-fFf, Pw-FFFJT, FfftFT -768018 % FTFTFF F WTI 

3T^t 

-NHFst +)-iHI 35 tN> 

Pmi 3PJF, TFF- Ftf^FT 


(TFTF FW 114 41 itH/FFT/stf&l ^F d 1/2018-19/01, FTftF 5 f^-H-FT, 2018) 


*4i+ 

F. 

■U1 -H FT FTF 

MdFI-O 4FH 
FW/FTFT 

FW 

dp'fTi"! 

P^tl 

"FI if StF 
(FFFF) 

P>-4pl4i 

1 

+H*I 

119 

FFT%T(259) 

3FJF 

1174.498 

4't ,J l 

2 

FddH 1 ^ 

120 

FFTFT(258) 

3FJF 

529.830 


3 

41 J d F 

121 

dMFT(257) 

3FpT 

133.368 

4^1 

4 

dd'-IH4 J 

10 

FFTFT(255) 

SFpT 

188.030 

FTF 

5 


118 

FFTFT(167) 

3FJF 

649.100 

4T J I 

6 

d^FliiFT 

FTTfstF FF 

" 

d M F < 

SFJF 

213.640 

FTF 

fF SfF : 2888.466 Wj (FFFF) 

FT 1168.946 tTF (FFFF) 


3rf«r^f%F f%tT FT% ^TTF FWfF: 

(1) urn Cjpf): 

1 F 5954, 100/5932, 101/5883, 101/6029, 101/6030, 101/6031, 101/6032, 101/6033, 101/6076, 
1022/5792, 103/5988, 1037/6317, 1038/6466, 1038/6467, 1038/6469, 1038/6542, 1042/6476, 

1067/5812, 1076/6475, 1078/5819, 1081/5961, 1081/5962, 1084/6567, 1084/6629, 1085/6572, 

1089/6391, 1089/6420, 1089/6544, 1090/6185, 1090/6233, 1090/6531, 1090/6532, 1090/6533, 

1090/6534, 1090/6535, 1090/6536, 1090/6537, 1113/5794, 1113/6006, 1139/5791, 1143/6023, 
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1143/6065, 1143/6145, 1143/6220, 1143/6499, 1146/6188, 1146/6209, 1164/6384, 1164/6385 

1164/6433, 1167/6051, 1167/6083, 1167/6213, 1167/6278, 1167/6304, 1167/6506, 1168/6570 

1169/6571, 1219/5952, 1221/5953, 127/6639, 1275/5805, 1296/5811, 1299/6580, 1305/6179 

1306/5919, 133/5972, 133/5973, 1333/6610, 1333/6611, 1333/6627, 1338/6449, 1354/6424 

1365/6418, 1365/6419, 1397/5976, 1403/5784, 1403/5986, 1404/5785, 1406/6480, 1408/5928 
1408/5929, 1410/6220, 1438/5955, 1439/6299, 1440/5956, 1440/5957, 1441/6091, 1442/6379 
1443/6380, 1446/6092, 1448/6093, 1448/6644 , 1449/6094 , 1452/6095 , 1453/5829 , 1454/5830 
1454/6096 , 1456/6021 , 1456/6057 , 1456/6319 , 1457/6318 , 1467/6541 , 1524/5832 , 1528/6137 

1528/6514 , 1557/5898 , 156/5810 , 1567/6525 , 159/6235 , 159/6236 , 159/6430 , 1613/6086 

1613/6087 , 1613/6088 , 1613/6375 , 1613/6425 , 1613/6428 , 1622/6680 , 1623/5944 , 1626/6558 

1636/5921 , 1636/5930 , 1657/5859 , 1664/6515 , 1688/5878 , 1698/5931 , 1700/6247 , 173/6557 

1742/6581 , 1750/6062 , 1788/5963 , 1795/5902 , 1796/6116 , 1800/6300 , 1805/6050 , 1829/6298 

1841/6259 , 1841/6261 , 1841/6262 , 1841/6263 , 1847/6260 , 1848/6258 , 1902/5993 , 1909/5871 

1909/5872 , 191/6573 , 1916/5994 , 1916/5995 , 1928/6244 , 1937/6019 , 1942/5891 , 1943/5890 

1961/5861 , 199/5818 , 1997/5901 , 1998/6504,2037/6310 , 2042/6270 , 2043/6190,2044/6195 

2048/6193,2049/6191 , 205/5822 , 2050/6192 , 2054/6516 , 2055/6526,2058/6026 , 2071/6048 
2078/6009,2087/6186 , 2087/6485,2089/6239 , 2094/6154,2097/5934,2102/5797,2104/6361 
2113/6427,2113/6429,2114/5852 , 2116/538,2116/6426,2183/6519,2183/6520,2183/6521 
2184/5903,2184/5904,2184/5905 , 2194/5967,2194/5968,2194/5969 , 2197/5966,221/5817 
2212/5958,2215/5907 , 2232/5915,2247/5796 , 2247/5867,2254/5814,2255/6198,2255/6524 
2257/5997,2268/6489,2268/6491 , 2268/6500,2268/6501 , 2268/6502,2269/5916,2281/6376 
2286/5879,2286/6377,2286/6397,2286/6650,2288/6456,2311/6005,2321/5880,2321/5881 
2331/5996,2341/5795,2341/5900,2405/5885,2417/6465,2445/5854,2473/6362 ,2475/5998 
2476/6522 , 2485/6156 , 2489/6157 , 2497/6582 , 250/6295,2503/5982 , 2505/6248,2505/6249 
2519/6559,2519/6560 , 2535/6413,2536/5892,2536/5893 ,2536/5894,2536/6272,2536/6275 
2536/6276,2537/5895,2537/6527,2541/6414,2541/6415,2541/6416,2541/6649,2547/6105 
2553/6182 , 2567/5964 , 257/6268 , 257/6269 , 2596/6225 , 2596/6561 , 2596/6562 , 2602/8574 
2629/6049,2636/6638,2641/6342 ,2641/6457,2642/6232,2657/5917,2657/5918,2661/5875 
2664/5943,2712/6484,2720/5815,2730/5778 , 2757/5889,2760/5888,2797/5882 , 2811/5835 
2814/5908 , 2814/5909 , 2829/6382 , 2832/6211 , 2842/5910 ,2842/5911 , 2844/6445,2850/6452 
2850/6453,2850/6454,2851/5946,2852/5858,2857/5863 , 2858/5864 ,2878/6633,2910/6002 
2910/6598 , 2923/6264,2924/5833 , 2924/6474,293/5816 , 2958/6553 , 2971/6146 ,2974/6440 
2976/6443, 2976/6444, 2976/6648, 2977/6042, 2987/6464, 2995/6634, 3/5925 

3005/6635,3011/5802 , 3017/5787 , 302/5980 , 302/5981 , 302/6481 , 302/6607 , 302/6630 
3085/5949 , 3087/6043,3094/6044 ,3094/6059 , 3096/6451 , 3096/6455,3096/6468,3096/6492 
3105/6583 , 3111/6243,3117/6530 , 3124/5798 ,3124/5799 , 3126/6024,3126/6529 , 3135/5897 
3138/5924 , 3164/6517 , 3169/6599 , 3177/6034 , 3178/6035 ,3195/5983 , 3196/59843199/5985 
320/6114 , 321/6115 , 321/6639 , 322/6640 , 3222/5843 , 3230/5912 , 3231/5913 ,3300/6273 
3321/5920 , 3321/6077 , 3360/6538 , 3385/6008 , 3410/5941 , 3412/6477,3412/6490,3415/6147 
342/6365 , 342/6381 , 3428/5806 , 3429/5807 , 3430/5808 , 3433/5809 , 3438/5774,3438/5775 
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3441/5951 , 3446/6109,3446/6498,3447/5820,3470/6306,3471/6117,3471/6119,3471/6120 
3471/6153,3471/6450,3471/6472,3473/6112 , 3473/6118,3473/6267,3473/6316,3477/6307 
348/6099 , 3486/6027,3486/6090 , 3488/6028 , 3528/6296 , 3528/6364,3529/6174,3529/6175 
3529/6417,3530/6340,3576/6279 , 3576/6280 , 3580/6372,3639/6054,3649/5941 , 3669/6055 
3672/6056 , 3688/6111 , 3732/6110 , 374/6036 , 374/6037 , 374/6038 , 374/6039 , 374/6040 
374/6041 , 3747/5804 , 376/5974 , 3869/6357 , 3871/5947 , 3894/5789 , 394/5824 , 395/5825 

395/5826 , 3955/5945 , 3964/5834 , 3980/5906 , 3982/5959 , 3995/5896 , 4/5926 , 405/6395 

4096/5862,4096/6245,4096/6246,4152/5837,4152/5838,4161/6250,4161/6252,4165/6196 
4167/6150,4167/6251 , 4167/6345,4169/5970,4171/5977,4172/5845,4173/5844,4183/6539 
4222/6302,4222/6303,4229/6227,4231/6144,4231/6200,4231/6320,4231/6321 , 4231/6322 
4231/6470,4231/6631 , 4231/6636,4231/6637,4232/6169,4232/6170,4232/6171 , 4233/5857 
4235/6584 , 424/5975 , 425/5868 , 4253/6569 , 426/6614 , 426/6615 , 4278/5965 , 4279/6181 
4365/6646,4366/6647,4375/6493 ,4381/6399,4389/6241 , 4415/5780,4434/6124,444/6546 
444/6547 , 444/6548 , 444/6555 , 4452/6177 , 446/6545 , 446/6549 , 446/6556 , 446/6564 

4461/6007 , 449/6565 , 450/6277 , 450/6281 , 450/6282 , 450/6283 , 450/6284 , 450/6285 

450/6289 , 450/6290 , 450/6291 , 450/6292 , 450/6293 , 450/6294 , 450/6305 , 450/6313 

450/6314 , 450/6315, 450/6323 , 450/6324 , 450/6336 , 450/6337 , 450/6338 , 450/6339 

450/6373, 450/6374 , 450/6383 , 450/6396 , 450/6421 , 450/6437 , 450/6543 , 451/6073 

452/6309, 4526/5999 , 4546/5781 , 4550/5821457/6084 , 4585/5823 , 4588/5851 , 4598/6652 

4598/6653,4598/6654,4601/6010,4609/6003,4625/6641 , 4625/6642,4625/6643,4649/6566 
4651/6265,4652/6254,4653/6255,4657/5887,4684/5886,4705/6585,4712/5855,472/5978 
472/5979 , 4722/5856 , 475/6436,4752/5786,4757/6068,4776/6001 , 4780/6224,4788/5776 
4788/6586,4790/6587,4795/5779,4805/5899,4807/6164,4827/6000,4844/6588,485/5773 
4857/6022,4857/6237,4857/6528,4871/6589,4873/6590,4873/6591 , 4873/6592,4873/6593 
4873/6594,4873/6595,4880/6132,4880/6134,4880/6134,4880/6461 , 4880/6463,4887/6133 
4887/6135 , 4887/6462 , 49/5923 , 4905/6012 , 491/6616 , 4915/6596 , 492/6617 , 492/6618 
492/6619,4927/6079,4947/5241 , 4947/5842,4947/6011 , 4947/6129,4948/5989,4960/6204 
4961/6004,4977/6628,4982/6047,4983/6155,4987/5847,506/5827 , 5120/5790 , 5129/6550 
5129/6551 , 5154/6609,5155/6363 , 5174/5870 , 5197/6651 , 520/5828 , 5233/6163 , 5233/6206 
5233/6207,5236/5848,5240/6148,5251/5777,5252/6301 , 5274/6214,5274/6215,5274/6234 
5276/6216,5278/5950 , 5278/6346,5294/5850 , 5295/5849,5301/6347,5301/6349,5308/5869 
5318/5922,5358/6411 , 5358/6435,5358/6446,5358/6447,5358/6448,5360/6486,5360/6495 
5362/5942,5371/6441 , 5371/6442,5371/6488,5393/5801, 5394/5938 , 5398/6348,5398/6350 
54/5990 , 540/6612 , 5400/6410 , 5400/6601 , 5401/6398 , 5401/6412 , 541/6613 , 5410/5939 
5410/5940 , 5420/5937 , 544/6626 , 5456/5831 , 5471/5813 , 5494/5800 , 5496/5936 , 55/5991 
55/5992 , 550/6620 , 550/6621 , 5503/6431 , 5503/6432 , 551/6622 , 551/6623 , 552/6624 
555/66255550/5873 , 5563/6600 , 5575/6597 , 5584/5884 , 5591/6152 , 5602/6311 , 5602/6312 
5609/6020,5609/6286,5611/6266 , 5611/6343,5611/6344,5618/6197,5618/6202 , 5618/6203 
5618/6238 , 5618/6568 , 5619/6158 , 5619/6159 , 5619/61765619/6230 , 5619/6351 , 5623/6183 
5640/5933,5641/6217,5655/6072 , 5669/6403,5670/6404,5671/6405,5672/6400,5673/6401 
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5674/6402 , 5674/6406 , 5675/6352 , 5675/6507 , 5676/6025 , 5676/6080 , 5676/6081 , 

5676/6082 , 5676/6089 , 5676/6113 , 5676/6212 , 5676/6242 , 5676/6253 , 5676/6256 , 

5676/6325,5676/6341 , 5676/6353,5676/6359,5676/6407,5676/6408,5676/6508,5676/6510, 
5676/6512,5677/6509 , 5677/6511 , 5691/6100 , 5691/6101 , 5691/6102,5691/6103,5691/6104, 
5691/6106,5691/6107,5691/6108,5691/6121 , 5691/6128,5691/6149,5691/6151 , 5691/6210, 
5691/6518,5691/6552 , 5710/5860,5723/6360 , 5723/6386,5723/6473,5723/6483,5748/6138, 
5748/6139,5748/6140,5748/6141 , 5748/6142,5748/6161 , 5748/6162,5751/6124,5751/6125, 
5751/6126,5752/6143,5752/6205,5752/6223,5753/6178,5757/6052,5757/6053,5757/6060, 
5757/6069,5757/6070 , 5757/6071 , 5757/6074,5757/6075,5757/6122,5757/6127,5757/6165, 
5757/6172,5757/6173,5757/6184,5757/6221 , 5757/6222,5757/6240,5757/6271 , 5757/6287, 
5757/6288 , 5757/6496,5757/6497,576/6018,5762/6063 , 5762/6160 , 5762/6166 , 5762/6168 , 
5762/6180 , 5762/6189 , 5762/6231 , 5762/6267 , 605/5839 , 605/5840 , 605/6187 , 605/6354 , 
605/6355 , 605/6356 , 605/6513 , 6066/6199 , 614/6378 , 630/6066 , 641/6602 , 641/6603 , 
641/6604 , 641/6605 , 641/6606 , 659/6392 , 659/6422 , 661/6368661/6370 , 661/6393.661/6431 , 
661/6439 , 661/6487 , 661/6494 , 661/6503 , 661/6523 , 673/6130 , 680/5935 , 680/6061 , 

681/6409 , 682/6058 , 682/6505 , 684/6358 , 685/6208 , 685/6471 , 692/6257 , 692/6332 , 

692/6478 , 693/6333 , 693/6479 , 696/6085 , 696/6131 , 696/6389 , 697/6308 , 697/6334 , 

697/6335 , 698/6136 , 698/6387 , 698/6388,698/6390 , 7/5927,701/6366 , 701/6367 , 702/6226 , 

702/6327 , 702/6328 , 702/6329 , 702/6330 , 702/6331 , 706/6218 , 706/6229 , 707/6228 , 

708/6219,710/5846,713/6554716/5836,717/6434,727/6045,727/6122,728/6046,741/6297 , 
755/6482 , 764/6064 , 764/6201 , 813/5793 , 818/5865 , 819/5866 , 823/5788 , 828/6574 , 

832/5876 , 832/5877 , 87/6540 , 896/5948 , 902/5960 , 923/6458 , 923/6459 , 923/6460 , 

9258/6226 , 937/5971 , 937/6017 , 937/6394 , 942/6369 , 942/6371 , 956/6013 , 956/6014 , 
956/6015,959/6575,963/6576 , 964/6577,978/5782,979/5783,98/5987 , 984/5803,985/6578, 
991/6579,997/6016. 

(2) TFT (TTj4) : 

1 ^ 1298 , 1431 , 1028/2019 , 1028/2020 , 1028/2021 , 1028/2022 , 1028/2023 , 1028/2024 , 
1031/1667 , 1031/1736 , 1031/2059 , 1035/1692 , 1035/1693 , 1037/1500 , 1037/1626 , 1038/1499, 

1038/1633 , 1039/1522 , 1039/1719 , 104/1413 , 105/1414 , 106/1645 , 1071/1895 , 1071/1896 , 

1071/1897 , 1071/1898 , 1071/1899 , 1071/1900 , 1071/1901 , 1072/2007 , 1072/2008 , 1072/2009, 

1072/2010 , 1076/1931 , 1076/1932 , 1076/1937 , 1076/1938 , 1076/1996 , 1077/1999 , 1077/2000, 

1077/2001 , 1077/2002 , 1077/2003 , 1077/2084 , 1081/2004 , 1081/2005 , 1082/1742 , 1082/1751, 

1082/1752 , 1082/1753 , 1082/1764 , 1085/1743 , 1085/1744 , 1085/1745 , 1085/1746,1085/1747, 
1085/1748 , 1085/1761 , 1085/1857 , 1085/1907 , 1085/1998 , 1086/1906 , 1086/1908 , 1087/1690, 

1087/1805 , 1088/1540,1088/1541 , 1088/1542 , 1091/1740 , 1091/1864 , 1091/2097 , 1092/1648, 

1092/2050 , 1094/1698 , 1095/1354 , 1096/1329 , 1096/1699 , 1097/2039 , 11/1701 , 1100/1432 , 
1100/1433 , 1113/1968 , 1113/1969 , 1113/1970 , 1113/1971 , 1113/1972 , 1113/1973 , 1113/1974, 

1113/1975 , 1113/1976 , 1113/1977 , 1113/1978 , 1114/1801 , 1114/1802 , 1118/1995 , 1118/2063, 

1118/2064 , 1119/1664,1121/1785 , 1121/1787 , 1121/1788 , 1121/1819 , 1121/1856 , 1121/1922, 
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1121/1923 , 1121/1933 , 1121/2037 , 1121/2057 , 1121/2058 , 1122/1546 , 1122/1713 , 1124/1800 

1125/1987 , 1125/1988 , 1125/1989 , 1125/1990 , 1125/1991 , 1125/1992 , 1126/1627 , 1126/1636 

113/1415 , 1137/1863 , 1141/1380 , 1141/1473 , 1141/1474 , 1152/1979 , 1152/1980 , 1152/1981 
1152/1983 , 1155/1884 , 1156/1512 , 1156/1523 , 1156/1524 , 1158/1714 , 1159/1715 , 1162/1644 

1165/1518 , 1165/1519 , 1165/1520 , 1166/1716 , 1173/1793 , 1173/1794 , 1179/1434,1180/1995 

1186/1517 , 1189/1547 , 119/1865 , 1190/1668 , 1197/1397 , 1207/2034 , 1217/1818 , 1217/1820 
1218/1767 , 1219/1887 , 1219/1888 , 1219/1889 , 1223/1890 , 1224/1852 , 1224/1853 , 1224/1854 

1225/1791 , 1225/1827 , 1225/1844 , 1225/1855 , 1226/1817 , 1226/1838 , 1226/1885 , 1229/1628 

1229/1635 , 1230/1816 , 1236/1848 , 1239/1355 , 1239/1388 , 1239/1389 , 1239/1390 , 125/1703 

1256/1386 , 1256/1387 , 1261/1867 , 1262/1391 , 1262/1891 , 1263/1726 , 1263/1728 , 1263/1729 

1263/1730 , 1264/1727 , 1264/1731 , 1264/1732 , 1264/1733 , 1264/1734 , 1264/1735 , 1264/1929 

1265/1868 , 1273/1501 , 1280/2016 , 129/1704 , 1292/1454 , 1292/1455 , 1292/1456 , 1292/1457 
1292/1458 , 1292/1459 , 1292/1460 , 1292/1461 , 1292/1463 , 1292/1465 , 1292/1466,1292/1467 

1292/1468 , 1292/1469 , 1292/1470 , 1292/1471 , 1292/1472 , 1292/1657 , 1292/1814,1292/1815 

1292/2006 , 1292/2025 , 1292/2047 , 1292/462 , 1296/1655 , 1297/1656 , 130/1705 , 139/1521 

145/1707 , 1471/1647 , 149/1943 , 149/1944 , 149/1945 , 149/1946 , 149/1947 , 149/1948 

149/1949 , 149/1950 , 149/1951 , 149/1952 , 149/1952/2095 , 149/1953 , 149/2096 , 150/1502 

150/1926 , 150/1927 , 150/2074 , 150/2076 , 150/2077 , 150/2078 , 150/2079 , 150/2080 

150/2081 , 150/2082 , 150/2083 , 152/1305 , 161/1557 , 163/1558 , 163/1559 , 163/1708 , 18/1332 
195/1828 , 1992/1464 , 21/1331 , 21/1368 , 21/1771 , 21/1772 , 21/1773 , 21/1774 , 21/1775 
21/1776,21/1777,21/1778,21/1779,21/1780,21/1781 , 21/1786 , 21/1843,21/1904,21/1905 
21/2098 , 21/2099 , 21/2100 , 212/1318 , 212/1629 , 212/1785 , 213/1319 , 216/1309 , 223/1709 
224/1560 , 225/1561 , 232/2049 , 232/2049/2090 , 24/1568 , 24/1573 , 24/1576 , 24/1581 
24/1582, 24/1583,24/1584,24/1585,24/1586,24/1587,24/1588,24/1591 , 24/1593,24/1594 
24/1606,24/1608,24/1620,24/1669,24/1670,24/1671 , 24/1672,24/1673,24/1674,24/1675 
24/1676,24/1677,24/1678,24/1679 , 24/1680,24/1681 , 24/1682,24/1683,24/1684,24/1685 
24/1686 , 24/1687 , 24/607 , 245/1396 , 249/1658 , 249/1724 , 250/1374 , 250/1378 , 250/1739 
252/1476 , 252/1483 , 252/1484 , 252/1485 , 252/1486 , 252/1487 , 252/1940 , 252/2085 


252/2086 

255/1317 

, 255/1984 , 

255/1985 , 

255/1986 

259/1488 

, 259/1763 , 

267/1994 

269/1489 

269/1939 

, 270/1322 , 

270/1652 , 

270/1653 

270/1738 

, 270/1809 , 

272/1529 

273/1528 

273/1866 

, 275/1666 , 

281/1527 , 

282/1543 

282/1544 

, 282/1545 , 

285/1303 

285/1306 

285/1530 

, 285/1531 , 

285/1532 , 

289/1649 

289/1688 

, 289/1689 , 

289/2048 

290/1954 

292/1379 

, 292/1562 , 

304/1655 , 

305/1423 

305/1424 

, 305/1425 , 

305/1426 


305/1427,305/1428,305/1429,315/1493,315/1631 , 317/1492,319/1526 , 32/1308 , 32/1356 
32/1357,32/1358,32/1360,32/1361 , 32/1370,32/1638,32/1640,32/1641 , 32/1643,32/1807 
32/2014,32/2026,32/2027,32/2028,32/2056,33/1337,33/1338,33/1344,33/1345,33/1346 
330/1304 , 333/1623 , 333/1634 , 335/1725 , 337/1551 , 337/1552 , 337/1553 , 337/1662 

338/1554 , 338/1555 , 338/1556 , 341/1384 , 342/1385 , 345/1435 , 345/1993 , 346/1660 

346/1955 , 349/1624 , 349/1630 , 350/1398 , 351/1399 , 351/1697 , 351/2055 , 359/1382 

360/1381 , 360/1717 , 360/2060 , 361/2069,364/1494,364/1495,364/1538 , 37/1928 , 37/2091 
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372/1496 , 375/1394 , 394/1533 , 4/1333 , 4/1334 , 4/1335 , 4/1336 , 4/1339 , 4/1340 , 4/1341 
4/1342 , 4/1343,4/1347,4/1348,4/1362 , 4/1372 , 4/1375,4/1376,4/1377,4/1696 , 4/2029 
4/2030 , 4/2033,4/2035,4/2041 , 4/2042 , 4/2043 , 4/2044,4/2045,4/2046,4/2070 , 4/2071 
4/2075 , 40/1328 , 40/1720 , 40/1754 , 40/1755 , 40/1756 , 40/1757 , 40/1758 , 412/1659 
412/1956 , 412/1957 , 412/1958 , 412/1959 , 413/1821 , 414/1563 , 430/1651 , 431/1383 
432/1332 , 433/1497 , 433/1497/1564 , 446/1324 , 446/1325 , 448/1710 , 46/1353 , 46/1366 
46/1367,46/1371 , 46/1373,46/1565,46/1622,46/1749,46/1750,46/1759,46/1760,46/1770 
46/1790,46/1795,46/1804,46/1824,46/1825,46/1826,46/1829,46/1830,46/1831 , 46/1832 
46/1834,46/1835,46/1836,46/1837,46/1845,46/1849,46/1850,46/1851 , 46/1858,46/1859 
46/1860,46/1903,46/1910,46/1911 , 46/1912,46/1913,46/1914,46/1915,46/1916,46/1917 
46/1918 , 46/1920 , 46/1930 , 46/1934 , 46/1935 , 46/1936 , 46/2038 , 46/2051 , 46/2067 
463/1871 , 467/1765,467/1766,47/1307,471/1797,471/1803,471/1808,471/1833,471/1872 
471/1924 , 471/2031 , 473/1847 , 473/2052 , 475/1548 , 475/1549 , 475/1550 , 476/1711 

483/1960 , 483/1961 , 483/1962 , 483/1963 , 483/1964 , 483/1965 , 483/1966 , 483/1967 

494/1534 , 494/1535 , 494/1536 , 51/1504 , 51/1505 , 51/1506 , 51/1507 , 51/1508 , 51/1509 

51/1510 , 51/1718 , 51/1869 , 52/1359 , 52/1392 , 52/1393 , 522/1873 , 53/1511 , 53/1512 

53/1514 , 53/1515 , 53/1516 , 53/1870 , 53/513 , 535/1712 , 54/1491 , 545/1430 , 55/1323 

56/1503,56/1503/2087,56/1503/2088 , 56/1503/2089 , 56/1737,56/1925,564/1537,564/1539 
570/1625,575/1874,577/1349,577/1875,579/1299 , 586/1439,587/1498,59/1326 , 59/1694 
59/2061 , 61/1327 , 61/1352 , 61/1702 , 627/1941 , 628/1846 , 632/1363 , 632/2015 , 632/2017 
632/2068 , 632/2092 , 632/2093 , 636/1876 , 638/1877 , 639/1300 , 639/1403 , 639/1404 

639/1405 , 639/1406 , 639/1407 , 639/1408 , 639/1409 , 643/1482 , 646/1475 , 646/1477 

646/1478 , 646/1479 , 646/1480 , 646/1481 , 653/1416 , 653/1417 , 653/1418 , 654/1419 

654/1420,654/1421 , 654/1422,663/1310 , 665/2062,67/1706,685/1637 , 687/1642,688/1806 
692/1639 , 693/1566 , 694/1792 , 696/1320 , 696/1862 , 696/1921 , 696/1997 , 696/2018 
702/1301 , 722/1798,724/1842,728/1799,731/2040,732/1321 , 734/1663,734/1909,74/1401 
74/1402,74/1444,740/1609 , 740/1610 , 740/1612 , 740/1613 , 742/1722 , 743/1723 , 745/1614 
745/1615 , 745/1616 , 745/1617 , 745/1618 , 745/1619 , 756/1364 , 76/1312 , 76/1313 , 76/1314 
76/1315 , 76/1316 , 764/1365 , 764/1796 , 766/1762 , 766/1782 , 766/1783 , 766/1784,79/1311 
792/1691 , 80/1395,801/1661 , 804/1453,804/1650,804/1665,805/1450,805/1451 , 805/1452 


806/1443 

, 806/1444 , 

806/1445 

806/1446 

806/1447 , 

806/1448 , 

806/1449 , 

809/1369 , 

810/1654 

, 820/1441 , 

821/1442 

823/1700 

823/1721 , 

828/1440 , 

828/2036 , 

828/2065 , 

828/2066 

, 829/1902 , 

829/1919 

830/1412 

853/1410 , 

853/1411 , 

856/1810 , 

856/1888 , 

856/1892 

, 856/1893 , 

856/1894 

858/1768 

858/1769 , 

858/1822 , 

858/1823 , 

858/1861 , 

859/1436 

, 859/1437 , 

859/1438 

883/1886 

892/1646 , 

892/2053 , 

901/1878 , 

905/1879 , 

906/1942 

907/1880 , 908/1812,908/1881 , 908/2011 , 908/2013,908/2054,91/1302 

, 913/2094, 

916/1351 

, 932/1813 , 

932/1882 

932/2012 

941/1839 , 

941/1840 , 

941/1841 , 

964/1350 , 


970/1602,971/1601 , 994/1883. 
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(3) TTHT HK^I ): 

1 to 285 , 1/339 , 1/494,1/495 , 1/500 , 1/501 , 1/502 , 1/517 , 1/519 , 1/520 , 1/521 , 1/522 , 1/523, 
1/524,1/525 , 1/526 , 1/527 , 100/326 , 103/288 , 106/350 , 107/305 , 113/309 , 114/294,115/337, 
128/308128/466 , 128/467 , 128/468 , 130/469 , 130/470 , 130/471 , 132/313 , 135/426 , 135/474 , 
135/483 , 135/513 , 135/514 , 135/515 , 136/316 , 138/314 , 144/382 , 144/441 , 145/443 , 145/450, 

145/558 , 146/423 , 149/408 , 150/447 , 151/407 , 151/409 , 151/410 , 152/439 , 153/392 , 153/393, 

154/448 , 154/449 , 154/452 , 154/453 , 155/479 , 155/496 , 155/497 , 155/498 , 156/437 , 156/438, 

157/431 , 157/433 , 157/435 , 158/424 , 159/302 , 159/454 , 160/317 , 160/411 , 160/432 , 160/434, 

160/436 , 161/343 , 161/344 , 162/429,162/451 , 162/475 , 162/476 , 162/477 , 162/478 , 162/489, 

162/493 , 163/353 , 163/455 , 163/456 , 163/457 , 163/458 , 163/459 , 163/460 , 163/480 , 163/481, 

167/345 , 172/290 , 180/300 , 180/301 , 180/490 , 181/386 , 181/399 , 181/400 , 182/346 , 182/347, 

182/348 , 182/349 , 183/306 , 184/341 , 184/342 , 184/362 , 184/363 , 184/364 , 184/367 , 184/371, 

184/372 , 184/375 , 184/376 , 184/389184/404 , 184/419 , 184/427 , 184/428 , 184/445 , 184/484 , 
184/492 , 184/499 , 185/289 , 186/287 , 186/351 , 186/383 , 186/384 , 186/385 , 186/387 , 186/388, 

186/390 , 186/391 , 186/394 , 186/395 , 186/398 , 186/401 , 186/402 , 186/405 , 186/406 , 186/412, 

186/413 , 186/414 , 186/415 , 186/416 , 186/417 , 186/418 , 186/425 , 186/430 , 186/442 , 186/482, 

188/299 , 190/297 , 192/298 , 192/312 , 194/311 , 195/396 , 195/397 , 195/403 , 195/446,2/440 , 
2/528 , 2/529 , 2/530 , 2/531 , 2/532 , 2/533 , 2/534,2/535 , 2/536 , 2/537 , 2/538 , 2/539 , 2/540 , 
2/541 , 200/295 , 204/330 , 206/331 , 210/332 , 214/333 , 215/328 , 233/420,233/421 , 233/422 , 
233/472,233/473,233/487,234/485,234/486,234/488,245/464,245/465,245/491 , 27/511 , 
281/296 , 3/291 , 3/292 , 3/368 , 3/369 , 3/542 , 3/543 , 3/544 , 3/545 , 3/546 , 3/547 , 30/503 , 

31/504 , 31/505 , 31/506 , 34/370 , 34/512 , 34/557 , 341/374 , 39/293 , 39/554,4/509 , 44/329 , 

48/336,48/462,49/379 , 53/318,57/307,59/303 , 59/304,6/548,6/549,6/550,6/551 , 6/552 , 
6/553 , 62/327 , 63/377 , 63/380 , 69/510 , 7/507 , 7/508 , 74/463 , 75/352 , 75/354 , 75/444 , 

78/338 , 8/286 , 81/322 , 81/324 , 81/365 , 81/366 , 81/461 , 85/335 , 86/378 , 86/381, 88/323 , 

90/340,92/334. 

(4) ¥PT (*TPT): 

1 *T 61 , 624 to 650 , 2/1095 , 37/1255 , 38/1100 , 51/1090 , 51/1091 , 51/1151 , 60/1258 , 
629/1150, 632/1146,632/1147,650/1148. 

1 3-815 , 113/906 , 118/1013 , 118/1014 , 118/855 , 119/1015 , 119/1016 , 119/1017 , 120/1092 , 
120/1105 , 120/1106 , 121/1014 , 121/853 , 128/1021 , 128/1022 , 128/1042 , 128/1043 , 141/859 , 
144/837 , 147/860 , 149/844 , 151/858 , 17/1158 , 17/1194 , 17/995 , 17/997 , 172/1091 , 172/1172, 
179/923 , 18/851 , 19/1161 , 234/1127 , 234/1128 , 234/1129 , 234/1130 , 234/1131 , 234/1132 , 
234/1133,234/1168,236/1002 , 236/1004 , 236/1005 , 236/1006,236/1007 , 236/942,236/943 , 
236/944 , 236/945 , 236/946 , 236/947 , 237/948 , 237/949 , 237/950 , 237/951 , 238/1008 , 
238/1009 , 238/1010 , 238/1011 , 238/1012 , 238/952 , 238/953 , 238/954 , 318/1195 , 318/838 , 
322/872,324/852,329/826 , 331/931 , 331/938,332/873,332/874,332/875,332/876,332/877, 
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332/878 , 332/879 , 332/925 , 332/926 , 332/927 , 332/974 , 333/914 , 333/915 , 333/916 , 
334/1086 , 334/1179 , 334/1180 , 334/1182 , 334/880 , 334/881 , 334/882 , 334/883 , 334/884 , 
375/980 , 375/982 , 375/983 , 376/1107 , 376/1113 , 376/1174,376/1175 , 376/1184,376/1188 , 

376/890 , 376/891 , 376/900 , 376/901 , 376/902 , 376/903 , 384/888 , 385/1035 , 385/960 , 

385/984 , 386/968 , 386/986 , 399/1102 , 399/893 , 399/1187 , 400/894 , 402/1033 , 402/895 , 

402/981 , 407/896 , 407/897 , 409/898 , 436/824 , 449/1206 , 449/1207 , 449/1208 , 449/1209 , 

453/917,455/905,466/818,467/868,468/731 , 468/832,468/835,468/836,469/846,469/847, 
469/848,469/849,472/1120,472/1121 , 472/1122,472/1123,472/1124,473/1173,477/1199 , 
477/1199/1220 , 477/1199/1219 , 477/1199/1221 , 477/1199/1222 , 479/1189 , 479/1190 , 
479/1191 , 506/974 , 506/975 , 506/976 , 506/977 , 506/978 , 506/979 , 511/988 , 512/989 , 
512/990 , 512/991 , 512/992 , 514/1097 , 516/1098 , 517/1099 , 523/887 , 525/1020 , 525/1038 , 

525/1039 , 525/962 , 526/963 , 527/964 , 528/1103 , 536/1210 , 536/1211 , 556/1203 , 557/1162 , 

557/1164 , 557/1165 , 561/1160 , 561/1185 , 564/1163 , 196/857 , 206/1100 , 21/1159 , 21/816 , 
21/907,21/996,21/998,210/1085,210/966,211/965,213/856,215/870,234/1125,234/1126, 
610/1095,610/1166 , 618/1116 , 618/1117,618/1118 , 618/1119,618/1167 , 618/819 , 625/830 , 
644/1134 , 644/829 , 645/1030 , 646/1178 , 646/1181 , 646/1183 , 610 , 238/955 , 238/956 , 
238/957 , 241/1001 , 241/1003 , 246/845,255/871 , 263/1096 , 269/1186 , 269/1200 , 269/1201 , 

269/1202 , 277/817 , 288/869 , 656/820 , 660/1154 , 668/1031 , 67/861 , 672/1146 , 672/1147 , 

672/1148 , 672/1149 , 672/1150 , 672/1151 , 672/1152 , 677/904 , 68/862 , 689/827 , 69/863 , 
610/1094 , 334/885 , 334/886 , 334/941 , 337/821 , 345/892 , 352/841 , 355/825 , 357/889 , 
359/1032 , 375/1033 , 375/1034 , 375/1037 , 375/1112 , 375/959 , 70/864 , 707/839 , 71/866 , 
718/1171 , 718/1196 , 718/1197 , 718/1198 , 718/1204 , 718/1213 , 72/867 , 720/834 , 721/840 , 
729/833 , 73/865 , 730/958 , 409/899 , 410/822 , 413/1140 , 413/1141 , 413/842 , 416/1155 , 
416/1157,417/1043,419/1044,420/1045,421/1046,422/1047,432/1205,436/823 , 731/843 , 
741/1135 , 742/1136 , 744/1067 , 744/1138 , 745/1023 , 745/1064 , 745/1066 , 745/1137 , 
745/1139 , 749/1025 , 749/1026 , 749/1028 , 75/854,755/1024,479/1192 , 479/1193,479/908 , 
479/909,479/910,479/911 , 479/912,479/913,496/993,506/969,506/970,506/971 , 506/972, 
506/973,755/1027,758/1156,758/1169,765/1115,765/1170,772/1065,779/1143,779/1144, 
780/1145,785/1108 , 785/1110 , 785/994,786/1109 , 786/1111 , 793/985 , 565/1018 , 565/1153 , 
565/1227 , 566/1087 , 566/1088 , 566/1089 , 566/1090 , 566/1093 , 570/961 , 575/921 , 576/922 , 
584/1000 , 584/1019 , 584/1029 , 801/940 , 808/920 , 808/987 , 809/819 , 810/1216 , 810/818 , 
812/1101 , 813/1104,813/967,880/929,880/939,881/930,881/931 , 881/936,881/937. 

( 6 ) 4^+1 [>>311 3lT7i%rr (3TT7TTTR) (TTPT) : #T -213.640 I 

w>-w. fr# t # ttht h-> sfrr ( 3 tr.tt^.) % f# 

f#TT 4T f I f#C 4^ 4444f#TT ( 34 T.rnr.) % 8 # # Tjcff f#TT # 4T41 44# f, # 

3frr 4i4rf#rr -hihm #rt 441441 # f 3 # ‘w’ 4T imh f#rr 47 ^ 

#1% 4'-;7# o'4- HW 332 44TT f#TT if 3T4f^T4 | I 
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p-p : pt tit “sf p pttp ## % 3ftr pf##- # srrr f# fq f#p; “p” pt f#p# #1% 

PPPRT'TTPW 10PTPIHM #PT3ftTm MK^TI %Pm#52%T^^ff TR f^ ra 't I 

p-p: pt \m “p” p pttp fr# % aftr pf##- ’j# # ff pt # 3rtr ftp fr f#^ “p” pt fiM<fl t, #1% 
■hipm wri%- pppp% i#^PPPEtFiTp-1 o, #ptppptpp- 04 ipm ptppttppt w p- 350 #’j#f&p 
tf^ppf i 

p-p : f#^ “p” p pttp ft# f sftr pf## f#p% f#g ”w.” pt i#r# f, # i% jiInhuuk pw 04 

% imh tp*p (snr.TTP).) #t pitpttPpt stst#p# ffPTrr% ’fff pt i^pp| i 

pt-p: pt "Fwt f#^ “p>” P pttp ft# f 3#- pf## fppr % f#r ” p” pt i#r# f,# f% #ptppptp p 04 pp 

1MM TP*P (3frT.PP>.) # a}tT PT#PT pptp p# f%PTTT % f%PT PT f^PP f I 

P-P: Pf #IT 1#^ “P” Ft PTTP ft# f 3#- pf## f#TT % 1#^ ”P” PT f#T# f, # i% #PTPPPTP PW 04 
PT TTPTP WP (spr.rrpj.) # #T PTTpPT ppfp p# i%PTTT % ^# f#P PT fFpp f I 

P-P: Pp#iT “P” Ft PTTP ft# t 3TtT pf## f#P % ”P” PT f#T# f, #1% #PTPPPTP PW 04 PT 

TTPTP Tpcp (SUT.PP).) # 3#C PT#PT PP#; P# fVlKI PT fpPT PT fFpp t I 

P-P: PT PIT f#^ “P” Ft PTTP ft# f PtT Pl#P 1#PT % 1#^ ” P” PT #P# % #1# 1%-PPm #PTPPPTP 
WT 04 f#TT # #T PTTpPT PPTp; fFt#PT#T P pf## ffpTT PT fFpp f I 

P- Pi : Pf #3T 1#p; ‘P’ % PTTP ft# t 3^ ‘Pi ’ PT i#p# f I 

P1-P2 :- Pp#PT “Pi” P PTTP ft# t 3#- pf#p iw # #T f# fTT “p2” PT #P# f # f% TTPTP 
PFP (3TT.PPT.) #PTPPTnp #sPT 04 #t #T f#PT # PTPFP #T PPTp; i#PtPT#T % pf%# 1%pft PT 
f^Ppf I 

P2-P3 : PpPiT “P2” P PTTP ft# t sfrr pf%P 1%»P # PIT fit fP “p3” PT #P# t #1% #PTPPPTP 
P 04 # PtT ffPT#PTPm#iT PP?P##Pt#T %pf##i%PlT PTf^Ppfl 

P3-P4 : PpPPT “P3” ^ PTTP ## f 3^T Pl#P fep # 3# #p m “p4” pt #p# f PTf% PtPTPPPTP 
P 04 # 3TtT 5#PT # PTRP #T 'f# fpPirrTP" %pf##f%PlT PT^mfl 

P4-P5 : P^#3T“P4” ^PTTP ##f sfrrpfMt fep# #TftP fir “P5” PT 1#T# t #f% #PTPPPIP 
PW 04#3#Tf#TT#PIPm#iTPPip;##PT#T % pf## 1%PlT PT f^PP f I 

p5- p 6.: pp #t “p5” p pttp ft# t sfrr pf##-pi#p # artr ftp fp “p6” pt tpp# f # i% 
#PTPPPTP PPPT 04 #t 3TtT f#ST #" -H IP HP TPT PPlp; ##PT#T PT pf## f%PT# PT f^PP ft# f I 

P6-P7 : PT #T f#5 “P6” P PTTP ft# f 3fp pf%#-Pl%P # #T ftp fir “P7” PT #P# f #f% 
#PTPPPTP P 04 #t #T ^TjPT #t PTPPP TPT PPfp ##PT #T PT pf## f%PTT PT f^PP f I 

P7 - P8.: PT #PT 1#^ “P7” ^ PTTP ft# f PfT Pl#P f^PT # 3T|T ftP fP “P8” PT #P# f Ptf% fp-PPm 
#PTPPPTP PWT 04 fTjPT 3#- f^PPTP P 03 PP# ##PT #T % P^T# i%PTT PT f^PP f I 

P8-P9.: Pf TPT “P8” P PTTP ft# f sftr Pl#P fep # PtT f# “p9” PT #P# f #1% fTJPPTP P 
03 sftr frjPT PT PTPEP #PT PPTp; f#mT#T % pf## ffmr PT f^PP t I 

P9-P1 0: PT wr “P9” P PTTP ft# t 3#- pf##-pf#p ip^p #t 3rrr ftt TT “Pi 0” PT #P# T prf% 
PTPFT mr PPPPTP p 03 'PF PPTT P^Pp ##PT#T % pf## ffp# PT f^PP f I 

Pio-Pll: PT'Fwi^T “Pi 0” % PTTP ft# f 3TtT PP#-Pl%P f%?P #t 3pT ftp TT “Pi 1 ” PT f#T# f # f% 
PT# ppm f^PPM P 03 ffPT 3#- PE5Pt1%3p p 01 PPtP ##PT#T % pf## i%PPT PT f^PP f I 
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ul 1-U12: “ullfemfeffetf feu Fife fern % mu if ffe fi; him fit ui^i if^sn ?t. 01 

feufiiT ffe w. “ul2” if r^HcTi | ^frf% ffem 3 t1f m^iifesu him fer RifeiH fefe % uffeff feme 
iFfiuuf i 

U12-U13.: Ufferffef “U12” if mfeffet |f feF Fufelffeu fem fe fer ffe ff “Ul 3” m femff f fef f% 
him fer wu if' wlrt uO1 uufe; Rt'ilH feF feuffeftffeune mfeuu 11 

Ul3- Ul4: Uf fer ffe| “Ul3” it life ffet t 3Tfr uffeft-lffer fet fee flu ff “u14” if Ifefet f fer 1% 
utufu fer wi uf mmuffer uO1 fminrr feF u uffefer flUF m feu ifet f I 

U 14 -U 15 .: ufferlfef “ul 4 ” ir mfe ffet f 3fFuffeft-iffer feu fetfeeffe fr“u 15 ”iF Rt~fe | fer ffe 
UTUFU FIT f*jlT fee UUfUrffer U01 feffetm UF fe fesrfef ffeuF IF ffeu f I 

U15-U16.: Uf FIT ffef “Ul5” if ITFU fuff t fee FUft -iffeu feu fef fee UTU if ufef ffeuF ffe fTT “ul6” 
IF ffeufr f ferffe UTUFU fer fetT fee UTimfeUT U01 fiffetmfeF fe uffeftffeUFe IFfeuuf I 

U16-U17.: Ufferffef “Ul 6” U UTFU fFft f 3ftF fefefemffer fem fe fee UTU if fet ffeufe ffe ff “Ul7” 
ie ffefefe t feT ffe UTUFU feTffeTfeemfjTnfiuruOl fiffefmfeF IT fefefe ffeme m ffeu ftfe f I 

ul 7.u18.:- uf fit ffef “ul 7” if meu ffet f fee fefeff-ilfeu- feu fe fee utu if ufet ffeufe feu fu “ul 8” 
UeRfe-fl t fefe HHH fer ffeTsftFll^HfeurefOl Rife si I UF % uffeftfeufe urfeut I 

U18-U19.: Uf FIT fef “Ul8” U UFU ffet f fee Ffet- iffeu feu fe fee UTU if ufe feme feu fir “u19” 
m Iwfr t fefe UTUFU fer uw UF 'UFFTTfuUT m 01 Rlifei fee % uifeft ffeufe uefiuut I 

U19-U20.: Uf ferffef “Ul9” if UFU fUft | fee uffeft-lffeu feu fe fee UTU if ufe f%UF ffe fU “U20” 
m Ifeuff f fer fu utufu feT ufe 'fe^ *TFFufuur u. 01 Rifei^i feu % ufefe feur ur f^uu f i 

U20-U21.:- uu FIT fe^ “U20” fe UFU fUft % feu ufefe feu fe fee UTU t ufe f%UF ffe fU “U21” UT 
Rlnfe tfe'i%'Hmu4feiTffeurfeTui^iife3uu01 ffeuferfeUe %’jff ferFurfeuu 11 

U21-U22.: uu Fit fef “U21 ” fe UFU ffet f fee Uffeff-’jfe fe?U fe fee UTU ir ufe ferfe ffe fTT “U22” UT 
ffefetfelfeUTRTmfeTfUTT 'fe r UU3UTfe3UU01 Rife^ I fee fe’jff fent UT l^uu f I 

U22-U23.: Uf felT ffef “U22” U UFU ffet f fer fefeft feu # UF UTU fe ufe feTF ffe ff “U23” UT 
ffefef t fef ffe UTUFU fit ffeuT fee uupTfesu u.01 ffeufeT fee % ffef ffent ur ffeuu f i 

U23-U24.: Uf feur ffe^ “U23” U UFU ffet f fe uffeft-uferu Ifeu fe fee ffe fTT “u24” m ffefet f fef% 
utufu fer fern fer 'UFFufe'UT u01 Rifei^i fee % ufeuftffent urfeurti 

U24-U25.: Uf FIT fe^ “U24” U UFU ffet f fe ufet-uffeft fe?U fe fee ffe ff “U25” UT Ifefet f fef% 
UTUFU fe-fe9TU fTjlT fee UUJUTfeUT U. 01 Rife^I fee % fefeft 1 %uf U7 feuu ffet t I 

U25-U26.: Uf feu ffef “U25” u ufu ffet f fe7 ufet-ffe feu fe fee ffe fu “u26” UT fefet f fef% 
<imiHferfeFwi u65 uufe fefeurfee ur ufferfeTfefeu. 975 i 

U26-U27.: ufferifef “u26”U ufu ffet t fee Fuft-uffeft fem# fee mu it uffuFit ffefufefef 
fee fijur % ffef “u27” m Ifefet t fe% fe- feuu fijm fer ufet u. 65 fee mrpe 3 tf.ttf. i 


U27-U28.:- uf fer fef “u27” u ufu ffet f feu uuft-ufefet fern # fee mu if muuu ftufu fee ffe 
ff mfet U. 65 feu f^UT “U28” IF ffefet f fe% FFFU FFU UUUj; iffeu feu U fiJUT feF UUfT 
sfF.fii fe ffet fern i 

U28-U29.: uf fer ffef “u28” it ITFU ffet 1 3fe Fufferffeu fem f% fee mu it tmh fer ffe ff mrjr 
3TF. TTU. 3^f ffern “U29” IF ffefet t fer fe FFFU FFU srUTf FUft fem U feUU ffelT fefe U. 57 I 
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F29-F-30: wr “f 29” f fttfjt itt |tt 1%ft f ftfr fp; wyT ff. ttrt afhc frpir #■ rdfr 

1NM T^FT Tf FFft ft F 1%-FFHF RT ‘^30’ f^; F f^HcTt % FFfF FTF frjFT F T FTT 

F-39 F FFlft FIFT FF FTF H v irX‘r J ,*'{ J % W F-2 F Rl%F FF FFRT F TF%cT FTF Tfl F7F I 

f-30-f : Fit “f 30” f fttpf ftf fty fft Rf^n f&rr F fifr |tt 3?f ffjt f Frf&F’ ff % 

FFFF TFFF #RT # FF FFF fTT WF FTf^TF FF, 4.4+P/FT. 'FIvTF FF FF tfffPtFTF % fF-FWT RT 
“I” % FFflF RT FFTF flcft f FFpT FFT F TRTT F-01 FT TFT- Rf^HT FTFT I 

[FT. F. 43015/2/201 9-terttttur- 3F#3TF] 
TFT pFFrfF FTTF, TF FfFF 


MINISTRY OF COAL 

New Delhi, the 8 th March, 2019 

S.O. 373. —Whereas, it appears to the Central Government that coal is likely to be obtained from the land in 
the locality described in the schedule annexed hereto; 

And, whereas, the plan bearing number MCL/HA/Notification/2018-19/01, dated the 5 th December,2018 containing 
details of the area of land described in the said Schedule may be inspected at the office of the Director Technical 
(operation), Mahanadi Coalfields Limited, At- Jagruti Vihar, P.O. Burla, District Sambalpur-768018, Odisha or at the 
office of the Chief General Manager (Exploration Division), Central Mining Planning and Design Institute limited, 
Gondwana Place, Kanke Road, Ranchi( Jharkhand) or at the office of the Coal Controller,!, Council House Street, 
Kolkata-700001 or at the office of the District Collector, District Angul, Odisha; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 4 of the Coal Bearing Areas 
(Acquisition and Development) Act, 1957 (20 of 1957), (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), the Central Government 
hereby gives notice of its intention to prospect for coal from the land described in the said Schedule. 

Any person interested in the land described in the said Schedule may- 

(i) object to the acquisition of the whole or any part of the land or any right in or over the said land; or 

(ii) claim compensation under section 6 of the said Act for any damage caused or likely to be caused by any 
action taken under sub-section(3) of section 4 thereof; or 

(iii) claim compensation under sub-section (1) of section 13 of the Act in respect of prospecting licenses 
ceasing to have effect or under sub-section(4) of section 13 of the Act for mining lease ceasing to have 
effect and deliver all maps, charts and other documents relating to the land to show the expenditure 
incurred in respect of items specified in clauses (i) to (iv) of sub-section (1) of section 13 of the said Act, 

to the office of the Director Technical (operation),Mahanadi Coalfields Limited, At- Jagruti Vihar, P.O- Burla, District 
Sambalpur-768018, Odisha within a period of ninety days from the date of publication of this notification in the Official 
Gazette. 


SCHEDULE 
Balabhadra Coal Block 
District- Angul, State- Odisha 


[ plan bearing number MCL/HA/Notification/2018-19/01, dated the 5 th December, 2018 ] 


TABLE 


SI. 

No. 

Name of village 

Patwari Circle 
number/ Thana 
number 

Tehsil 

District 

Area in acres 
(approxi-mately) 

Remarks 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(V) 

1 

Kumunda 

119 

Talcher 

(259) 

Angul 

1174.498 

Full 

2 

Chitalpur 

120 

Talcher 

(258) 

Angul 

529.830 

Full 

3 

Parabeda 

121 

Talcher 

(257) 

Angul 

133.368 

Full 

4 

Banabaspur 

10 

Talcher 

(255) 

Angul 

188.030 

Part 

5 

Maradharharipur 

118 

Talcher 

Angul 

649.100 

Full 
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(167) 




6 

Badakathia 
reserve forest 


Talcher 

Angul 

213.640 

Part 

Total Area: 2888.466 acres (approximately) 

or 

1168.946 hectares (approximately) 


Plot numbers to be notified: 

(1) VILLAGE KUMUNDA (FULL): 

1 to 5954 , 100/5932 , 101/5883 , 101/6029 , 101/6030 , 101/6031 , 101/6032 , 101/6033 , 101/6076 , 1022/5792 , 
103/5988 , 1037/6317 , 1038/6466 , 1038/6467 , 1038/6469 , 1038/6542 , 1042/6476 , 1067/5812 , 1076/6475 , 
1078/5819 , 1081/5961 , 1081/5962 , 1084/6567 , 1084/6629 , 1085/6572 , 1089/6391 , 1089/6420 , 1089/6544 , 

1090/6185 , 1090/6233 , 1090/6531 , 1090/6532 , 1090/6533 , 1090/6534 , 1090/6535 , 1090/6536 , 1090/6537 , 

1113/5794 , 1113/6006 , 1139/5791 , 1143/6023 , 1143/6065 , 1143/6145 , 1143/6220 , 1143/6499 , 1146/6188 , 

1146/6209 , 1164/6384 , 1164/6385 , 1164/6433 , 1167/6051 , 1167/6083 , 1167/6213 , 1167/6278 , 1167/6304 , 

1167/6506 , 1168/6570 , 1169/6571 , 1219/5952 , 1221/5953 , 127/6639 , 1275/5805 , 1296/5811 , 1299/6580 , 

1305/6179 , 1306/5919 , 133/5972 , 133/5973 , 1333/6610 , 1333/6611 , 1333/6627 , 1338/6449 , 1354/6424 , 

1365/6418, 1365/6419 , 1397/5976 , 1403/5784 , 1403/5986 , 1404/5785 , 1406/6480 , 1408/5928 , 1408/5929 , 
1410/6220 , 1438/5955 , 1439/6299 , 1440/5956 , 1440/5957 , 1441/6091 , 1442/6379 , 1443/6380 , 1446/6092 , 

1448/6093 , 1448/6644 , 1449/6094 , 1452/6095 , 1453/5829 , 1454/5830 , 1454/6096 , 1456/6021 , 1456/6057 , 

1456/6319 , 1457/6318 , 1467/6541 , 1524/5832 , 1528/6137 , 1528/6514 , 1557/5898 , 156/5810 , 1567/6525 , 
159/6235, 159/6236 , 159/6430,1613/6086 , 1613/6087 , 1613/6088 , 1613/6375 , 1613/6425 , 1613/6428 , 1622/6680 , 
1623/5944 , 1626/6558 , 1636/5921 , 1636/5930 , 1657/5859 , 1664/6515 , 1688/5878 , 1698/5931 , 1700/6247 , 
173/6557 , 1742/6581 , 1750/6062 , 1788/5963 , 1795/5902 , 1796/6116 , 1800/6300 , 1805/6050 , 1829/6298 , 
1841/6259 , 1841/6261 , 1841/6262 , 1841/6263 , 1847/6260 , 1848/6258 , 1902/5993 , 1909/5871 , 1909/5872 , 
191/6573 , 1916/5994 , 1916/5995 , 1928/6244 , 1937/6019 , 1942/5891 , 1943/5890 , 1961/5861 , 199/5818 , 

1997/5901, 1998/6504 , 2037/6310 , 2042/6270 , 2043/6190 , 2044/6195 , 2048/6193 , 2049/6191 , 205/5822 , 

2050/6192 , 2054/6516 , 2055/6526 , 2058/6026 , 2071/6048 , 2078/6009 , 2087/6186 , 2087/6485 , 2089/6239 , 

2094/6154 , 2097/5934 , 2102/5797 , 2104/6361 , 2113/6427 , 2113/6429 , 2114/5852 , 2116/538 , 2116/6426 , 

2183/6519 , 2183/6520 , 2183/6521 , 2184/5903 , 2184/5904 , 2184/5905 , 2194/5967 , 2194/5968 , 2194/5969 , 

2197/5966 , 221/5817 , 2212/5958 , 2215/5907 , 2232/5915 , 2247/5796 , 2247/5867 , 2254/5814 , 2255/6198 , 
2255/6524 , 2257/5997 , 2268/6489 , 2268/6491 , 2268/6500 , 2268/6501 , 2268/6502 , 2269/5916 , 2281/6376 , 

2286/5879 , 2286/6377 , 2286/6397 , 2286/6650 , 2288/6456 , 2311/6005 , 2321/5880 , 2321/5881 , 2331/5996 , 

2341/5795 , 2341/5900 , 2405/5885 , 2417/6465 , 2445/5854 , 2473/6362 ,2475/5998 , 2476/6522 , 2485/6156 , 

2489/6157 , 2497/6582 , 250/6295 , 2503/5982 , 2505/6248 , 2505/6249 , 2519/6559 , 2519/6560 , 2535/6413 , 

2536/5892 , 2536/5893 ,2536/5894 , 2536/6272 , 2536/6275 , 2536/6276 , 2537/5895 , 2537/6527 , 2541/6414 , 

2541/6415 , 2541/6416 , 2541/6649 , 2547/6105 , 2553/6182 , 2567/5964 , 257/6268 , 257/6269 , 2596/6225 , 
2596/6561, 2596/6562 , 2602/8574 , 2629/6049 , 2636/6638 , 2641/6342 ,2641/6457 , 2642/6232 , 2657/5917 , 

2657/5918 , 2661/5875 , 2664/5943 , 2712/6484 , 2720/5815 , 2730/5778 , 2757/5889 , 2760/5888 , 2797/5882 , 

2811/5835 , 2814/5908 , 2814/5909 , 2829/6382 , 2832/6211 , 2842/5910 ,2842/5911 , 2844/6445 , 2850/6452 , 

2850/6453 , 2850/6454 , 2851/5946 , 2852/5858 , 2857/5863 , 2858/5864 ,2878/6633 , 2910/6002 , 2910/6598 , 

2923/6264 , 2924/5833 , 2924/6474 , 293/5816 , 2958/6553 , 2971/6146 ,2974/6440 , 2976/6443 , 2976/6444 , 
2976/6648,2977/6042,2987/6464,2995/6634,3/5925 , 3005/6635 ,3011/5802,3017/5787 , 302/5980,302/5981 , 
302/6481,302/6607,302/6630,3085/5949,3087/6043,3094/6044 ,3094/6059,3096/6451 , 3096/6455,3096/6468 , 
3096/6492 , 3105/6583 , 3111/6243 , 3117/6530 , 3124/5798 ,3124/5799 , 3126/6024 , 3126/6529 , 3135/5897 , 
3138/5924,3164/6517,3169/6599,3177/6034,3178/6035 ,3195/5983 , 3196/59843199/5985,320/6114,321/6115 , 
321/6639,322/6640,3222/5843,3230/5912,3231/5913 ,3300/6273,3321/5920,3321/6077,3360/6538,3385/6008, 
3410/5941 , 3412/6477 , 3412/6490 , 3415/6147 , 342/6365 , 342/6381 , 3428/5806 , 3429/5807 , 3430/5808 , 

3433/5809, 3438/5774 , 3438/5775 , 3441/5951 , 3446/6109 , 3446/6498 , 3447/5820 , 3470/6306 , 3471/6117 , 

3471/6119 , 3471/6120 , 3471/6153 , 3471/6450 , 3471/6472 , 3473/6112 , 3473/6118 , 3473/6267 , 3473/6316 , 

3477/6307 , 348/6099 , 3486/6027 , 3486/6090 , 3488/6028 , 3528/6296 , 3528/6364 , 3529/6174 , 3529/6175 , 

3529/6417 , 3530/6340 , 3576/6279 , 3576/6280 , 3580/6372 , 3639/6054 , 3649/5941 , 3669/6055 , 3672/6056 , 

3688/6111 , 3732/6110 , 374/6036 , 374/6037 , 374/6038 , 374/6039 , 374/6040 , 374/6041 , 3747/5804 , 376/5974 , 
3869/6357,3871/5947,3894/5789,394/5824,395/5825,395/5826,3955/5945,3964/5834,3980/5906,3982/5959 , 
3995/5896,4/5926,405/6395,4096/5862,4096/6245,4096/6246,4152/5837,4152/5838,4161/6250,4161/6252 , 
4165/6196 , 4167/6150 , 4167/6251 , 4167/6345 , 4169/5970 , 4171/5977 , 4172/5845 , 4173/5844 , 4183/6539 , 

4222/6302 , 4222/6303 , 4229/6227 , 4231/6144 , 4231/6200 , 4231/6320 , 4231/6321 , 4231/6322 , 4231/6470 , 

4231/6631 , 4231/6636 , 4231/6637 , 4232/6169 , 4232/6170 , 4232/6171 , 4233/5857 , 4235/6584 , 424/5975 , 
425/5868, 4253/6569,426/6614,426/6615,4278/5965,4279/6181,4365/6646,4366/6647,4375/6493 ,4381/6399 , 
4389/6241 , 4415/5780,4434/6124,444/6546,444/6547,444/6548 , 444/6555 , 4452/6177,446/6545 , 446/6549 , 
446/6556 , 446/6564 , 4461/6007 , 449/6565 , 450/6277 , 450/6281 , 450/6282 , 450/6283 , 450/6284 , 450/6285 , 

450/6289 , 450/6290 , 450/6291 , 450/6292 , 450/6293 , 450/6294 , 450/6305 , 450/6313 , 450/6314 , 450/6315, 

450/6323 , 450/6324 , 450/6336 , 450/6337 , 450/6338 , 450/6339 , 450/6373 , 450/6374 , 450/6383 , 450/6396 , 

450/6421 , 450/6437 , 450/6543 , 451/6073 , 452/6309 , 4526/5999 , 4546/5781 , 4550/5821457/6084 , 4585/5823 , 

4588/5851 , 4598/6652 , 4598/6653 , 4598/6654 , 4601/6010 , 4609/6003 , 4625/6641 , 4625/6642 , 4625/6643 , 
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4649/6566 , 4651/6265 , 4652/6254 , 4653/6255 , 4657/5887 , 4684/5886 , 4705/6585 , 4712/5855 , 472/5978 , 
472/5979, 4722/5856,475/6436,4752/5786,4757/6068,4776/6001,4780/6224,4788/5776,4788/6586,4790/6587, 
4795/5779 , 4805/5899 , 4807/6164 , 4827/6000 , 4844/6588 , 485/5773 , 4857/6022 , 4857/6237 , 4857/6528 , 

4871/6589 , 4873/6590 , 4873/6591 , 4873/6592 , 4873/6593 , 4873/6594 , 4873/6595 , 4880/6132 , 4880/6134 , 

4880/6134,4880/6461,4880/6463,4887/6133,4887/6135,4887/6462,49/5923,4905/6012,491/6616,4915/6596 , 
492/6617,492/6618,492/6619,4927/6079,4947/5241,4947/5842,4947/6011,4947/6129,4948/5989,4960/6204 , 
4961/6004 , 4977/6628 , 4982/6047 , 4983/6155 , 4987/5847 , 506/5827 , 5120/5790 , 5129/6550 , 5129/6551 , 

5154/6609 , 5155/6363 , 5174/5870 , 5197/6651 , 520/5828 , 5233/6163 , 5233/6206 , 5233/6207 , 5236/5848 , 

5240/6148 , 5251/5777 , 5252/6301 , 5274/6214 , 5274/6215 , 5274/6234 , 5276/6216 , 5278/5950 , 5278/6346 , 

5294/5850 , 5295/5849 , 5301/6347 , 5301/6349 , 5308/5869 , 5318/5922 , 5358/6411 , 5358/6435 , 5358/6446 , 

5358/6447 , 5358/6448 , 5360/6486 , 5360/6495 , 5362/5942 , 5371/6441 , 5371/6442 , 5371/6488 , 5393/5801, 
5394/5938,5398/6348,5398/6350,54/5990,540/6612,5400/6410,5400/6601 , 5401/6398,5401/6412,541/6613 , 
5410/5939,5410/5940,5420/5937,544/6626,5456/5831 , 5471/5813 , 5494/5800,5496/5936,55/5991 , 55/5992 , 
550/6620 , 550/6621 , 5503/6431 , 5503/6432 , 551/6622 , 551/6623 , 552/6624 , 555/66255550/5873 , 5563/6600 , 
5575/6597 , 5584/5884 , 5591/6152 , 5602/6311 , 5602/6312 , 5609/6020 , 5609/6286 , 5611/6266 , 5611/6343 , 
5611/6344 , 5618/6197 , 5618/6202 , 5618/6203 , 5618/6238 , 5618/6568 , 5619/6158 , 5619/6159 , 
5619/61765619/6230 , 5619/6351 , 5623/6183 , 5640/5933 , 5641/6217 , 5655/6072 , 5669/6403 , 5670/6404 , 
5671/6405 , 5672/6400 , 5673/6401 , 5674/6402 , 5674/6406 , 5675/6352 , 5675/6507 , 5676/6025 , 5676/6080 , 
5676/6081, 5676/6082, 5676/6089, 5676/6113, 5676/6212,5676/6242,5676/6253,5676/6256,5676/6325, 

5676/6341 , 5676/6353 , 5676/6359 , 5676/6407 , 5676/6408 , 5676/6508 , 5676/6510 , 5676/6512 , 5677/6509 , 

5677/6511 , 5691/6100 , 5691/6101 , 5691/6102 , 5691/6103 , 5691/6104 , 5691/6106 , 5691/6107 , 5691/6108 , 

5691/6121 , 5691/6128 , 5691/6149 , 5691/6151 , 5691/6210 , 5691/6518 , 5691/6552 , 5710/5860 , 5723/6360 , 

5723/6386 , 5723/6473 , 5723/6483 , 5748/6138 , 5748/6139 , 5748/6140 , 5748/6141 , 5748/6142 , 5748/6161 , 

5748/6162 , 5751/6124 , 5751/6125 , 5751/6126 , 5752/6143 , 5752/6205 , 5752/6223 , 5753/6178 , 5757/6052 , 

5757/6053 , 5757/6060 , 5757/6069 , 5757/6070 , 5757/6071 , 5757/6074 , 5757/6075 , 5757/6122 , 5757/6127 , 

5757/6165 , 5757/6172 , 5757/6173 , 5757/6184 , 5757/6221 , 5757/6222 , 5757/6240 , 5757/6271 , 5757/6287 , 

5757/6288 , 5757/6496 , 5757/6497 , 576/6018 , 5762/6063 , 5762/6160 , 5762/6166 , 5762/6168 , 5762/6180 , 
5762/6189 , 5762/6231 , 5762/6267 , 605/5839 , 605/5840 , 605/6187 , 605/6354,605/6355 , 605/6356 , 605/6513 , 
6066/6199 , 614/6378 , 630/6066 , 641/6602 , 641/6603 , 641/6604 , 641/6605 , 641/6606 , 659/6392 , 659/6422 , 
661/6368661/6370,661/6393.661/6431,661/6439,661/6487,661/6494,661/6503,661/6523,673/6130,680/5935 , 
680/6061 , 681/6409 , 682/6058 , 682/6505 , 684/6358 , 685/6208 , 685/6471 , 692/6257 , 692/6332 , 692/6478 , 

693/6333 , 693/6479 , 696/6085 , 696/6131 , 696/6389 , 697/6308 , 697/6334 , 697/6335 , 698/6136 , 698/6387 , 

698/6388,698/6390,7/5927,701/6366,701/6367,702/6226,702/6327,702/6328,702/6329,702/6330,702/6331 , 
706/6218,706/6229,707/6228,708/6219,710/5846,713/6554716/5836,717/6434,727/6045,727/6122,728/6046, 
741/6297 , 755/6482 , 764/6064 , 764/6201 , 813/5793 , 818/5865 , 819/5866 , 823/5788 , 828/6574 , 832/5876 , 

832/5877 , 87/6540 , 896/5948 , 902/5960 , 923/6458 , 923/6459 , 923/6460 , 9258/6226 , 937/5971 , 937/6017 , 

937/6394 , 942/6369 , 942/6371 , 956/6013 , 956/6014 , 956/6015 , 959/6575 , 963/6576 , 964/6577 , 978/5782 , 
979/5783,98/5987,984/5803,985/6578,991/6579,997/6016. 


(2) VILLAGE CHITALPUR (FULL): 

1 to 1298 , 1431 , 1028/2019 , 1028/2020 , 1028/2021 , 1028/2022 , 1028/2023 , 1028/2024 , 1031/1667 , 1031/1736 , 
1031/2059 , 1035/1692 , 1035/1693 , 1037/1500 , 1037/1626 , 1038/1499 , 1038/1633 , 1039/1522 , 1039/1719 , 
104/1413 , 105/1414, 106/1645 , 1071/1895 , 1071/1896, 1071/1897 , 1071/1898 , 1071/1899 , 1071/1900 , 1071/1901 , 


1072/2007 

, 1072/2008 

, 1072/2009 

, 1072/2010 , 

1076/1931 

, 1076/1932 

, 1076/1937 

1076/1938 . 

1076/1996 

1077/1999 

, 1077/2000 

, 1077/2001 

, 1077/2002 , 

1077/2003 

, 1077/2084 

, 1081/2004 

1081/2005 . 

1082/1742 

1082/1751 

, 1082/1752 

, 1082/1753 

, 1082/1764 , 

1085/1743 

, 1085/1744 

, 1085/1745 

1085/1746 . 

1085/1747 

1085/1748 

, 1085/1761 

, 1085/1857 

, 1085/1907 , 

1085/1998 

, 1086/1906 

, 1086/1908 

1087/1690 . 

1087/1805 

1088/1540 

, 1088/1541 

, 1088/1542 

, 1091/1740 , 

1091/1864 

, 1091/2097 

, 1092/1648 

1092/2050 . 

1094/1698 

1095/1354 

, 1096/1329 

, 1096/1699 

, 1097/2039 

, 11/1701 , 

1100/1432 , 

1100/1433 , 

1113/1968 , 

1113/1969 

1113/1970, 

1113/1971 , 

1113/1972 , 

1113/1973 , 

1113/1974 , 

1113/1975 , 

1113/1976 , 

1113/1977 , 

1113/1978 

1114/1801 

, 1114/1802 

, 1118/1995 

, 1118/2063 , 

1118/2064 

, 1119/1664 

, 1121/1785 

1121/1787 . 

1121/1788 

1121/1819 

, 1121/1856 

, 1121/1922 

, 1121/1923 , 

1121/1933 

, 1121/2037 

, 1121/2057 

1121/2058 . 

1122/1546 

1122/1713 

, 1124/1800 

, 1125/1987 

, 1125/1988 , 

1125/1989 

, 1125/1990 

, 1125/1991 

1125/1992 . 

1126/1627 

1126/1636 

, 113/1415 , 

1137/1863 , 

1141/1380 , 

1141/1473 , 

1141/1474 , 

1152/1979 , 

1152/1980 , 

1152/1981 

1152/1983 

, 1155/1884 

, 1156/1512 

, 1156/1523 , 

1156/1524 

, 1158/1714 

, 1159/1715 

1162/1644 . 

1165/1518 

1165/1519 

, 1165/1520 

, 1166/1716 

, 1173/1793 , 

1173/1794 

, 1179/1434 

, 1180/1995 

1186/1517 . 

1189/1547 

119/1865 , 

1190/1668 , 

1197/1397 , 

1207/2034 , 

1217/1818 , 

1217/1820 , 

1218/1767 , 

1219/1887 , 

1219/1888 

1219/1889 

, 1223/1890 

, 1224/1852 

, 1224/1853 , 

1224/1854 

, 1225/1791 

, 1225/1827 

1225/1844 . 

1225/1855 

1226/1817 

, 1226/1838 

, 1226/1885 

, 1229/1628 , 

1229/1635 

, 1230/1816 

, 1236/1848 

1239/1355 , 

1239/1388 

1239/1389 

, 1239/1390 

, 125/1703 , 

1256/1386 , 

1256/1387 , 

1261/1867 , 

1262/1391 , 

1262/1891 , 

1263/1726 

1263/1728 

, 1263/1729 

, 1263/1730 

, 1264/1727 , 

1264/1731 

, 1264/1732 

, 1264/1733 

1264/1734 . 

1264/1735 

1264/1929 

, 1265/1868 

, 1273/1501 

, 1280/2016 

, 129/1704 , 

1292/1454 , 

1292/1455 , 

1292/1456 , 

1292/1457 

1292/1458 

, 1292/1459 

, 1292/1460 

, 1292/1461 , 

1292/1463 

, 1292/1465 

, 1292/1466 

1292/1467 . 

1292/1468 

1292/1469 

, 1292/1470 

, 1292/1471 

, 1292/1472 , 

1292/1657 

, 1292/1814 

, 1292/1815 

1292/2006 , 

1292/2025 


1292/2047 , 1292/462 , 1296/1655 , 1297/1656 , 130/1705 , 139/1521 , 145/1707 , 1471/1647 , 149/1943 , 149/1944 , 
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149/1945 , 149/1946 , 149/1947 , 149/1948 , 149/1949 , 149/1950 , 149/1951 , 149/1952 , 149/1952/2095 , 149/1953 , 
149/2096 , 150/1502 , 150/1926 , 150/1927 , 150/2074 , 150/2076 , 150/2077 , 150/2078 , 150/2079 , 150/2080 , 

150/2081 , 150/2082 , 150/2083 , 152/1305 , 161/1557 , 163/1558 , 163/1559 , 163/1708 , 18/1332 , 195/1828 , 

1992/1464 , 21/1331 , 21/1368 , 21/1771 , 21/1772 , 21/1773 , 21/1774 , 21/1775 , 21/1776 , 21/1777 , 21/1778 , 
21/1779, 21/1780,21/1781 , 21/1786,21/1843,21/1904,21/1905,21/2098,21/2099,21/2100,212/1318,212/1629 
, 212/1785 , 213/1319 , 216/1309,223/1709,224/1560,225/1561 , 232/2049,232/2049/2090 , 24/1568 , 24/1573 , 
24/1576,24/1581 , 24/1582,24/1583,24/1584,24/1585 , 24/1586,24/1587,24/1588,24/1591 , 24/1593,24/1594 , 
24/1606,24/1608,24/1620,24/1669,24/1670,24/1671 , 24/1672,24/1673,24/1674,24/1675,24/1676,24/1677 , 
24/1678,24/1679,24/1680,24/1681 , 24/1682,24/1683,24/1684,24/1685,24/1686,24/1687,24/607,245/1396 , 
249/1658 , 249/1724 , 250/1374 , 250/1378 , 250/1739 , 252/1476 , 252/1483 , 252/1484 , 252/1485 , 252/1486 , 

252/1487 , 252/1940 , 252/2085 , 252/2086 , 255/1317 , 255/1984 , 255/1985 , 255/1986 , 259/1488 , 259/1763 , 

267/1994 , 269/1489 , 269/1939 , 270/1322 , 270/1652 , 270/1653 , 270/1738 , 270/1809 , 272/1529 , 273/1528 , 

273/1866 , 275/1666 , 281/1527 , 282/1543 , 282/1544 , 282/1545 , 285/1303 , 285/1306 , 285/1530 , 285/1531 , 

285/1532 , 289/1649 , 289/1688 , 289/1689 , 289/2048 , 290/1954 , 292/1379 , 292/1562 , 304/1655 , 305/1423 , 

305/1424 , 305/1425 , 305/1426 , 305/1427 , 305/1428 , 305/1429 , 315/1493 , 315/1631 , 317/1492 , 319/1526 , 

32/1308, 32/1356,32/1357,32/1358 , 32/1360,32/1361 , 32/1370,32/1638,32/1640,32/1641,32/1643,32/1807 , 
32/2014 , 32/2026 , 32/2027 , 32/2028 , 32/2056 , 33/1337 , 33/1338 , 33/1344 , 33/1345 , 33/1346 , 330/1304 , 

333/1623, 333/1634 , 335/1725 , 337/1551 , 337/1552 , 337/1553 , 337/1662 , 338/1554 , 338/1555 , 338/1556 , 

341/1384 , 342/1385 , 345/1435 , 345/1993 , 346/1660 , 346/1955 , 349/1624 , 349/1630 , 350/1398 , 351/1399 , 

351/1697 , 351/2055 , 359/1382 , 360/1381 , 360/1717 , 360/2060 , 361/2069 , 364/1494 , 364/1495 , 364/1538 , 

37/1928, 37/2091 , 372/1496 , 375/1394 , 394/1533 , 4/1333 , 4/1334 , 4/1335 , 4/1336 , 4/1339 , 4/1340,4/1341 , 
4/1342,4/1343 , 4/1347 , 4/1348 , 4/1362 , 4/1372,4/1375 , 4/1376 , 4/1377 , 4/1696 , 4/2029 , 4/2030 , 4/2033 , 
4/2035,4/2041 , 4/2042,4/2043,4/2044,4/2045,4/2046,4/2070,4/2071 , 4/2075,40/1328,40/1720,40/1754 , 
40/1755,40/1756,40/1757,40/1758,412/1659,412/1956,412/1957,412/1958,412/1959,413/1821,414/1563 , 
430/1651 , 431/1383 , 432/1332 , 433/1497 , 433/1497/1564 , 446/1324 , 446/1325 , 448/1710 , 46/1353 , 46/1366 , 
46/1367,46/1371 , 46/1373,46/1565,46/1622,46/1749,46/1750,46/1759,46/1760,46/1770,46/1790,46/1795 , 
46/1804,46/1824,46/1825,46/1826,46/1829,46/1830,46/1831 , 46/1832,46/1834,46/1835,46/1836,46/1837 , 
46/1845,46/1849,46/1850,46/1851,46/1858,46/1859,46/1860,46/1903,46/1910,46/1911,46/1912,46/1913 , 
46/1914,46/1915,46/1916,46/1917,46/1918,46/1920,46/1930,46/1934,46/1935,46/1936,46/2038,46/2051 , 
46/2067,463/1871,467/1765,467/1766,47/1307,471/1797,471/1803,471/1808,471/1833,471/1872,471/1924 , 
471/2031 , 473/1847 , 473/2052 , 475/1548 , 475/1549 , 475/1550 , 476/1711 , 483/1960 , 483/1961 , 483/1962 , 
483/1963,483/1964,483/1965,483/1966,483/1967,494/1534,494/1535,494/1536,51/1504,51/1505,51/1506 , 
51/1507,51/1508,51/1509,51/1510,51/1718,51/1869,52/1359,52/1392,52/1393,522/1873,53/1511 , 53/1512 , 
53/1514,53/1515 , 53/1516 , 53/1870 , 53/513 , 535/1712 , 54/1491 , 545/1430,55/1323,56/1503 , 56/1503/2087 , 
56/1503/2088,56/1503/2089,56/1737 , 56/1925,564/1537 , 564/1539,570/1625 , 575/1874,577/1349,577/1875 , 
579/1299 , 586/1439 , 587/1498 , 59/1326 , 59/1694 , 59/2061 , 61/1327 , 61/1352 , 61/1702,627/1941 , 628/1846 , 
632/1363 , 632/2015 , 632/2017 , 632/2068 , 632/2092 , 632/2093 , 636/1876 , 638/1877 , 639/1300 , 639/1403 , 

639/1404 , 639/1405 , 639/1406 , 639/1407 , 639/1408 , 639/1409 , 643/1482 , 646/1475 , 646/1477 , 646/1478 , 

646/1479 , 646/1480 , 646/1481 , 653/1416 , 653/1417 , 653/1418 , 654/1419 , 654/1420 , 654/1421 , 654/1422 , 

663/1310 , 665/2062 , 67/1706 , 685/1637 , 687/1642 , 688/1806 , 692/1639 , 693/1566 , 694/1792 , 696/1320 , 
696/1862, 696/1921 , 696/1997 , 696/2018 , 702/1301 , 722/1798 , 724/1842 , 728/1799 , 731/2040 , 732/1321 , 
734/1663,734/1909,74/1401 , 74/1402,74/1444,740/1609,740/1610,740/1612,740/1613,742/1722,743/1723 , 
745/1614,745/1615,745/1616,745/1617,745/1618,745/1619,756/1364,76/1312,76/1313 , 76/1314,76/1315 , 
76/1316,764/1365,764/1796,766/1762,766/1782,766/1783,766/1784,79/1311 , 792/1691 , 80/1395 , 801/1661 , 
804/1453 , 804/1650 , 804/1665 , 805/1450 , 805/1451 , 805/1452 , 806/1443 , 806/1444 , 806/1445 , 806/1446 , 

806/1447 , 806/1448 , 806/1449 , 809/1369 , 810/1654 , 820/1441 , 821/1442 , 823/1700 , 823/1721 , 828/1440 , 

828/2036 , 828/2065 , 828/2066 , 829/1902 , 829/1919 , 830/1412 , 853/1410 , 853/1411 , 856/1810 , 856/1888 , 

856/1892 , 856/1893 , 856/1894 , 858/1768 , 858/1769 , 858/1822 , 858/1823 , 858/1861 , 859/1436 , 859/1437 , 

859/1438 , 883/1886 , 892/1646 , 892/2053 , 901/1878 , 905/1879 , 906/1942 , 907/1880 , 908/1812 , 908/1881 , 

908/2011 , 908/2013 , 908/2054 , 91/1302 , 913/2094 , 916/1351 , 932/1813 , 932/1882 , 932/2012 , 941/1839 , 
941/1840, 941/1841,964/1350,970/1602,971/1601 , 994/1883. 

(3) VILLAGE PARABEDA (FULL): 

1 to 285 , 1/339 , 1/494 , 1/495 , 1/500 , 1/501 , 1/502 , 1/517 , 1/519 , 1/520 , 1/521 , 1/522 , 1/523 , 1/524 , 1/525 , 
1/526 , 1/527 , 100/326 , 103/288 , 106/350 , 107/305 , 113/309 , 114/294 , 115/337 , 128/308128/466 , 128/467 , 
128/468 , 130/469,130/470 , 130/471 , 132/313 , 135/426,135/474 , 135/483,135/513 , 135/514 , 135/515 , 136/316 , 

138/314 , 144/382 , 144/441 , 145/443 , 145/450 , 145/558 , 146/423 , 149/408,150/447 , 151/407 , 151/409 , 151/410 , 

152/439 , 153/392 , 153/393 , 154/448 , 154/449 , 154/452,154/453 , 155/479,155/496 , 155/497 , 155/498 , 156/437 , 

156/438 , 157/431 , 157/433 , 157/435 , 158/424 , 159/302,159/454 , 160/317 , 160/411 , 160/432 , 160/434 , 160/436 , 

161/343 , 161/344,162/429 , 162/451 , 162/475 , 162/476,162/477 , 162/478,162/489 , 162/493 , 163/353 , 163/455 , 

163/456,163/457,163/458 , 163/459 , 163/460 , 163/480,163/481 , 167/345,172/290 , 180/300 , 180/301 , 180/490 , 

181/386 , 181/399 , 181/400 , 182/346 , 182/347 , 182/348,182/349 , 183/306,184/341 , 184/342 , 184/362 , 184/363 , 

184/364 , 184/367 , 184/371 , 184/372 , 184/375 , 184/376 , 184/389184/404 , 184/419 , 184/427 , 184/428 , 184/445 , 

184/484 , 184/492,184/499 , 185/289 , 186/287 , 186/351 , 186/383 , 186/384,186/385 , 186/387 , 186/388 , 186/390 , 

186/391 , 186/394,186/395 , 186/398 , 186/401 , 186/402,186/405 , 186/406,186/412 , 186/413 , 186/414 , 186/415 , 

186/416 , 186/417,186/418 , 186/425 , 186/430 , 186/442,186/482 , 188/299 , 190/297 , 192/298 , 192/312 , 194/311 , 

195/396 , 195/397 , 195/403 , 195/446,2/440,2/528 , 2/529 , 2/530,2/531 , 2/532 , 2/533 , 2/534,2/535 , 2/536 , 






1136 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : MARCH 16, 2019/PHALGUNA 25, 1940 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


2/537,2/538,2/539,2/540,2/541 , 200/295,204/330,206/331 , 210/332,214/333 , 215/328,233/420,233/421 , 
233/422,233/472,233/473,233/487,234/485,234/486,234/488,245/464,245/465,245/491 , 27/511 , 281/296 , 
3/291 , 3/292,3/368,3/369,3/542,3/543,3/544,3/545,3/546,3/547,30/503,31/504,31/505,31/506,34/370 , 
34/512 , 34/557 , 341/374 , 39/293 , 39/554 , 4/509 , 44/329,48/336,48/462 , 49/379 , 53/318 , 57/307 , 59/303 , 
59/304,6/548,6/549,6/550,6/551 , 6/552,6/553,62/327,63/377,63/380,69/510,7/507,7/508,74/463,75/352, 
75/354,75/444,78/338 , 8/286,81/322,81/324,81/365,81/366,81/461,85/335 , 86/378,86/381.88/323,90/340 , 
92/334. 


(4) VILLAGE BANABASPUR (PART): 

1 to 61, 624 to 650, 2/1095, 37/1255, 38/1100, 51/1090,51/1091 , 51/1151 . 60/1258,629/1150,632/1146,632/1147 , 
650/1148. 

(5) VILLAGE MARADHARHARIPUR (FULL): 

lto 815 , 113/906 , 118/1013 , 118/1014 , 118/855 , 119/1015 , 119/1016 , 119/1017 , 120/1092 , 120/1105 , 120/1106 , 
121/1014 , 121/853 , 128/1021 , 128/1022 , 128/1042 , 128/1043 , 141/859 , 144/837 , 147/860 , 149/844 , 151/858 , 
17/1158 , 17/1194 , 17/995 , 17/997 , 172/1091 , 172/1172 , 179/923 , 18/851 , 19/1161 , 234/1127 , 234/1128 , 
234/1129, 234/1130 , 234/1131 , 234/1132 , 234/1133 , 234/1168 , 236/1002 , 236/1004 , 236/1005 , 236/1006 , 
236/1007,236/942,236/943,236/944,236/945,236/946,236/947,237/948,237/949,237/950,237/951, 238/1008, 
238/1009 , 238/1010 , 238/1011 , 238/1012 , 238/952 , 238/953 , 238/954 , 318/1195 , 318/838 , 322/872, 324/852 , 
329/826,331/931 , 331/938,332/873 , 332/874,332/875 , 332/876,332/877,332/878,332/879,332/925, 332/926 , 
332/927 , 332/974 , 333/914 , 333/915 , 333/916 , 334/1086 , 334/1179 , 334/1180 , 334/1182 , 334/880, 334/881 , 
334/882 , 334/883 , 334/884 , 375/980 , 375/982 , 375/983 , 376/1107 , 376/1113 , 376/1174 , 376/1175, 376/1184 , 
376/1188,376/890,376/891 , 376/900,376/901,376/902,376/903,384/888,385/1035,385/960, 385/984,386/968, 
386/986 , 399/1102 , 399/893 , 399/1187 , 400/894 , 402/1033 , 402/895 , 402/981 , 407/896, 407/897 , 409/898 , 
436/824 , 449/1206 , 449/1207 , 449/1208 , 449/1209 , 453/917 , 455/905 , 466/818 , 467/868, 468/731 , 468/832 , 
468/835 , 468/836 , 469/846,469/847 , 469/848 , 469/849,472/1120 , 472/1121 , 472/1122, 472/1123 , 472/1124 , 
473/1173 , 477/1199 , 477/1199/1220 , 477/1199/1219 , 477/1199/1221 , 477/1199/1222, 479/1189 , 479/1190 , 
479/1191,506/974,506/975,506/976,506/977,506/978,506/979,511/988,512/989, 512/990,512/991 , 512/992 , 
514/1097,516/1098,517/1099,523/887 , 525/1020,525/1038 , 525/1039,525/962, 526/963,527/964,528/1103 , 
536/1210,536/1211,556/1203,557/1162,557/1164,557/1165,561/1160,561/1185, 564/1163 , 196/857,206/1100, 
21/1159,21/816,21/907,21/996,21/998,210/1085,210/966,211/965 , 213/856, 215/870,234/1125 , 234/1126 , 
610/1095,610/1166,618/1116,618/1117,618/1118,618/1119,618/1167,618/819, 625/830,644/1134,644/829 , 
645/1030 , 646/1178 , 646/1181 , 646/1183 , 610 , 238/955 , 238/956 , 238/957, 241/1001 , 241/1003 , 246/845 , 
255/871, 263/1096,269/1186 , 269/1200,269/1201 , 269/1202,277/817,288/869, 656/820,660/1154,668/1031 , 
67/861 , 672/1146 , 672/1147 , 672/1148 , 672/1149 , 672/1150 , 672/1151 , 672/1152, 677/904 , 68/862 , 689/827 , 
69/863,610/1094,334/885,334/886,334/941,337/821,345/892,352/841,355/825, 357/889,359/1032,375/1033, 
375/1034 , 375/1037 , 375/1112 , 375/959 , 70/864 , 707/839 , 71/866 , 718/1171, 718/1196 , 718/1197 , 718/1198 , 
718/1204,718/1213,72/867,720/834,721/840,729/833,73/865,730/958, 409/899,410/822,413/1140,413/1141, 
413/842,416/1155,416/1157,417/1043,419/1044,420/1045,421/1046, 422/1047,432/1205,436/823,731/843 , 
741/1135 , 742/1136 , 744/1067 , 744/1138 , 745/1023 , 745/1064 , 745/1066, 745/1137 , 745/1139 , 749/1025 , 
749/1026 , 749/1028 , 75/854 , 755/1024 , 479/1192 , 479/1193 , 479/908 , 479/909 , 479/910,479/911 , 479/912 , 
479/913 , 496/993 , 506/969 , 506/970 , 506/971 , 506/972 , 506/973 , 755/1027, 758/1156, 758/1169 , 765/1115 , 
765/1170,772/1065,779/1143,779/1144,780/1145,785/1108,785/1110,785/994, 786/1109,786/1 111, 793/985 , 
565/1018,565/1153 , 565/1227,566/1087,566/1088,566/1089,566/1090, 566/1093, 570/961 , 575/921 , 576/922 , 
584/1000 , 584/1019 , 584/1029 , 801/940 , 808/920 , 808/987 , 809/819, 810/1216 , 810/818 , 812/1101 , 813/1104 , 
813/967,880/929,880/939,881/930,881/931,881/936,881/937. 

(6) Badakathia, reserve forest (R.F.) (Part) : Area - 213.640 acres. 

Boundary Description: 

A-B: The line starts from Point ‘A' which is situated at tri-junction Pillar of village Maradahariharapur, Jaypur (R.F.) 
and Badakathia (R.F.). Then it moves towards east direction in the area of Badakathia (R.F.) up to common boundary of 
Maradaharaharipur and Badakathia (R.F.) touch on revenue pillar at point 'B' which is situated north of the plot No. 332 
of Maradahariharapur. 

B-C: The line starts from 'B’ and moves towards east direction in the area of Badakathia (R.F.) to meet point ‘C’ (tri¬ 

junction point of Badakathia RF, Maradahariharapur and Badahar No- 117). The tri junction point is situated north side 
of plot No. 902 of Maradahariharpur and common boundary with Badahar No. 117 and Badakathia (R.F.). 

C-D: The lines start from ‘C’ and moves towards east direction along common boundary of Maradahariharpur and 
Badahar No-117. /North side of the plot No-902, 900, 876 and 981to meet point ‘D’ on revenue pillar. 

D-E: The lines start from ‘D'and moves towards east direction along common boundary of Maradahariharpur and 
Badahar No-117/North side of the plot No-382 of Maradhariharpurto meet point “E\ 
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E-F : The line starts from ‘E’ which is situated at north corner of plot no. 382 of village Maradhariharpur and moves 
towards south along eastern boundary of plot no. 382 and again moves towards east direction to meet point ‘F’ on 
common tri-junction point of Badahar No-117, Chittalpur and Maradhariharpur. 

F-G: The line starts from ‘F’ on tri-junction point of Badahar No-117, Chittalpur and Maradhariharpur moves towards 
east direction to meet point ‘G’, which is situated on common boundary i.e. south of Badahar No-117 and north of 
Chittalpur. 

G-H: The line starts from ‘G’ moves towards east direction to meet point ‘H’, which is situated on common boundary 
i.e. south of Badahar No-117 and north of Chittalpur i.e. north boundary of plot No-04. 

H-I: The line starts from 'H' moves towards east direction to meet point T, which is situated on common boundary 
revenue pillar i.e. south side of Badahar No-117 and north of Chittalpur i.e. north boundary of plot No-47. 

I-J: The line starts from T moves towards east direction to meet point T, which is situated on common boundary 
revenue pillar i.e. south side of Badahar No-117 and north of Chittalpur i.e. north boundary of plot No-47. 

J-K: The line starts from T moves towards east direction to meet point 'K', which is situated on common boundary tri¬ 
junction pillar of Badahar No-117, Chittalpur and Banabaspur, i.e. south side of Badahar No-117 and north-east side of 
Chittalpur and north-west of Bananbaspur . 

K-L: The line starts from 'K' moves towards east direction to meet point ‘L', which is situated on common boundary 
revenue pillar of Badahar No-117 and Banabaspur, i.e. north side of plot No-1 of Bananbaspur . 

L-M: The line starts from ‘L’ moves towards east direction to meet point ‘M’, which is situated on common boundary 
tri-junction pillar of Badahar No-117, Banabaspur and Baghabaspur No-11, i.e. near SingdaJora. 

M-N: The line starts from ‘M’ moves towards east direction to meet point ‘N’, which is situated on common boundary 
tri-junction pillar of Badahar No-117, Banabaspur and Baghabaspur No-11, i.e. east side of Singda Jora bank. 

N-O: The line starts from ‘N’ moves towards south direction to meet point ‘O’, which is situated on common boundary 
of Banabaspur and Baghabaspur No-11 i.e. east boundary of plot No- 1095 of village Banabaspur. 

O-P: The line starts from ‘O’ moves towards south-east direction to meet point ‘P’, which is situated on common 
boundary of Banabaspur and Baghabaspur No-11 i.e. east boundary of plot No- 1095 of village Banabaspur and east 
bank of SingdaJora. 

P-Q: The line starts from ‘P’ moves towards south direction to meet point ‘Q’, which is situated on common boundary 
of Banabaspur and Baghabaspur No-11 i.e. east boundary of plot No- 1095 of village Banabaspur and east bank of 
SingdaJora. 

Q-R: The line starts from ‘Q’ moves towards south direction along east of Singda Jora bank to meet point 'R', which is 
situated on common boundary of Banabaspur and Baghabaspur No-11 i.e. east boundary of plot No- 1095 of village 
Banabaspur and east bank of SingdaJora. 

R-S: The line starts from 'R' moves towards south direction to meet point ‘S’, which is situated on common boundary of 
Banabaspur No-10 and east side of plot No-624 of Banabaspur and north corner of plot No-651 of village Parabeda. 

S-T: The line starts from ‘S’ moves towards south-east direction to meet point ‘T’, which is situated on common 
boundary of Banabaspur No-10 and east side of plot No-52 of village Parabeda. 

T-U: The line starts from ‘T’ moves towards south-east direction to meet point ‘U’, which is situated on common 
boundary tri-junction point of Banabaspur No-10, Gopal Prasad No-04 and Parabeda i.e. east side of plot No-350 of 
village Parabeda. 

U-V: The line starts from ‘U’ moves towards south direction to meet point ‘V’, which is situated on revenue pillar of 
Gopal Prasad No-04 and Parabeda i.e. east side of river bank. 

V-W: The line starts from ‘V’ moves towards south direction to meet point ‘W’, which is situated on common boundary 
of Gopal Prasad No-04 and Parabeda i.e. east side of river bank. 

W-X: The line starts from ‘W’ moves towards south direction to meet point ‘X’, which is situated on common boundary 
of Gopalprasad No-04 and Parabeda i.e. east side of river bank. 

X-Y: The line starts from ‘X’ moves towards south direction to meet point ‘Y’, which is situated on common boundary 
of Gopal Prasad No-04 and Parabeda i.e. east side of river bank. 

Y-Z: The line starts from ‘Y’ moves towards west direction to meet point ‘Z’, which is situated on common tri-junction 
point of Gopal Prasad No-04, Kumunda and Parabeda i.e. south bank of SingdaJora. 

Z-Zl: The lines starts from point Z and meets at point Zl. 

Zl- Z2 : The line starts from ‘Zl’ moves towards west direction to meet point ‘Z2’, which is situated on common 
boundary revenue pillar of Gopal Prasad No-04 and Kumunda i.e. south bank of SingdaJora. 

Z2- Z3 : The line starts from ‘Z2’ moves towards west direction to meet point ‘Z3’, which is situated on common 
boundary of Gopal Prasad No-04 and Kumunda i.e. south bank of SingdaJora. 
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Z3- Z4 : The line starts from ‘Z3’ moves towards west direction to meet point ‘Z4\ which is situated on common 
boundary of Gopal Prasad No-04 and Kumunda i.e. south bank of SingdaJora. 

Z4- Z5 : The line starts from 'Z4 ? moves towards south direction to meet point 'Z5\ which is situated on common 
boundary of Gopalprasad No-04 and Kumunda i.e. south bank of SingdaJora. 

Z5- Z6 : The line starts from ‘Z5’ moves towards south-west direction to meet point ‘Z6\ which is situated on common 
boundary of Gopalprasad No-04 andKumunda i.e. south bank of SingdaJora. 

Z6- Z7 : The line starts from 'Z6' moves towards south-west direction to meet point ‘Z7’, which is situated on common 
boundary of Gopalprasad No-04 and Kumunda i.e. south bank of SingdaJora. 

Z7- Z8 : The line starts from ‘Z7’ moves towards west direction to meet point ‘Z8\ which is situated on tri-junction 
point of Gopalprasad- 04, Kumunda and Kususmpal No-03 i.e. south bank of SingdaJora. 

Z8- Z9 : The line starts from ‘Z8’ moves towards west direction to meet point ‘Z9\ which is situated on common 
boundary of Kusumpal No-03 and Kumunda i.e. south bank of SingdaJora. 

Z9- Z10 : The line starts from ‘Z9’ moves towards south-west direction to meet point ‘Z10’, which is situated on 
common boundary of Kusumpal No-03 and Kumunda i.e. south bank of SingdaJora. 

Z10- Zll : The line starts from ‘Z10’ moves towards north-west direction to meet point ‘Zll’, which is situated on tri¬ 
junction point ofKusumpal No-03 .Kumunda. Bhalugadia No-01 i.e. south bank of SingdaJora. 

Zll- Z12 : The line starts from ‘Zll’ moves towards north direction along common boundary of Bhalugadia-01 and 
Kumunda to meet point ‘Z12’, which is situated on common boundary of Kumunda and Bhalugadia south bank of 
SingdaJora. 

Z12- Z13 : The line starts from ‘Z12’ moves towards north-west direction to meet point ‘Z13’, which is situated on 
common boundary of Kusumpal No-03 .Kumunda . Bhalugadia No-01 i.e. south bank of SingdaJora. 

Z13- Z14 :- The line starts from ‘Z13’ moves towards south-west direction to meet point ‘Z14\ which is situated on 
common boundary of Kumunda , Bhalugadia No-01 / south bank of SingdaJora. 

Z14- Z15 : The line starts from 'Z14’ moves towards south-west direction to meet point ‘Z15’, which is situated on 
common boundary of Kumunda , Bhalugadia No-01 / south bank of SingdaJora. 

Z15- Z16 : The line starts from 'Z15’ moves towards north-west direction along river bank to meet point ‘Z16\ which is 
situated on common boundary of Kumunda . Bhalugadia No-01 / south bank of SingdaJora. 

Z16- Z17 : The line starts from 'Z16’ moves towards south-west direction along river bank to meet point ‘Z17’, which is 
situated on common boundary of Kumunda . Bhalugadia No-01 / south bank of SingdaJora. 

Z17- Z18 : The line starts from ‘Z17’ moves towards south-west direction along river bank to meet point ‘Z18’, which 
issituated on common boundary of Kumunda , Bhalugadia No-01 / south bank of SingdaJora. 

Z18- Z19 : The line starts from 'Z18’ moves towards north-west direction along river bank to meet point 'Z19\ which 
issituated on common boundary of Kumunda , Bhalugadia No-01 / south bank of SingdaJora. 

Z19- Z20 : The line starts from ‘Z19’ moves towards south-west direction along river bank to meet point ‘Z20’, which 
issituated on common boundary of Kumunda , Bhalugadia No-01 / south bank of SingdaJora. 

Z20- Z21 : The line starts from ‘Z20’ moves towards south direction along river bank to meet point ‘Z21’, which is 
situated on common boundary of Kumunda . Bhalugadia No-01 / east side bank of SingdaJora. 

Z21- Z22 : The line starts from 'Z21’ moves towards south-east direction along river bank to meet point ‘Z22’, which is 
situated on common boundary of Kumunda . Bhalugadia No-01 / east bank of SingdaJora. 

Z22- Z23 : The line starts from ‘Z22’ moves towards south direction along river bank to meet point ‘Z23’, which is 
situated on common boundary of Kumunda , Bhalugadia No-01 / east bank of SingdaJora. 

Z23- Z24 : The line starts from ‘Z23’ moves towards south-west direction to meet point ‘Z24’, which is situated on 
common boundary of Kumunda , Bhalugadia No-01 / south bank of SingdaJora. 

Z24- Z25 :- The line starts from ‘Z24’ moves towards north-west direction to meet point ‘Z25\ which is situated on 
common tri-junction point of Kumunda , Bhalugadia No-01 and / south bank of SingdaJora. 

Z25- Z26 : The line starts from ‘Z25’ moves towards north-east direction to meet point ‘Z26’, which is situated on 
common boundary of Kumunda , Kankrei No-65 i.e. west boundary of plot No- 975. 

Z26- Z27 : The line starts from ‘Z26' moves towards north west direction along common revenue boundary of Kankrei 
and Kumunda to meet point ‘Z27’ on tri-junction point of Kumunda , Kankrei No-65 andJayapur RF. 

Z27- Z28: The line starts from ‘Z27’ moves towards north west direction along common revenue boundary of Kankrei- 
65andKumundato meet point 'Z28' on revenue pillar i.e. west side of Kumunda and east ofjayapur RF. 

Z28- Z29: The line starts from ‘Z28’ moves towards north west direction along common revenue boundary of Jaypur RF 
and Kumunda to meet point ‘Z29’ on revenue pillar i.e. near north corner of plot no-57 of Kumunda. 
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Z29- Z30: The line starts from ‘Z29’ moves towards north west direction along common revenue boundary of Jaypur RF 
and Kumunda to meet point ‘Z30’ on tri-junction pillar of Kumnda, Maradhariharpur i.e. north corner of plot no-39 of 
Kumunda village and south west corner of plot no-2 of village Maradahariharpur And east side of Jaypur reserve forest. 

Z30- A: The line starts from ‘Z30’ moves towards north west direction along common revenue boundary of 
Maradahariharpur and Jaypur reserve forest to close at point 'A' on tri-junction pillar of Jaypur Reserve Forest, 
Badakathia Reserve Forest and Maradhariharpur i.e. north-west corner of plot no-1 of Maradahariharpur village. 

[ F. No. 43015/2/2019-LA&IR] 

RAM SHIROMANI SAROJ, Dy. Secy. 


Fif##, 21 FF#T, 2019 

^TT-STT. 374.—441 Pi4H 3TPC Hlimiid # STFT (2) % WZ (# % t F 

% arf&TTT FT 3Tf%Tr^T) 3rf%f#FT, 1962 (1962 FT 50), aftr arf^-ddl % 3JTOTT FT 4TFFT % F 
#7 + % FFFFT FFT FW 2709(f) #FTF 27 3TFFFC, 2009 Ft FFTf^FT ft, 

stRI^-HI FW 1173 Rdi* 26 TT#, 2016, FFFT% F HdiPldR aftr + sTRT ffrfr 

18 2016# TIFtRIF ft, % FfTlFFF F FRlT +KFK ^F% sOTT “f%^T 3jf?T ST^ftT 3rf**FT#, 

Rrtt w# FT Rptt |. ff 4# %r f#TF PiRRd, appear tRf: fft tf?f if % / 

FF / FT# F HltPHIsM % f#r FFT 3Ti#f#lF F FgF FSTF FTf%FT# % FT# FT FTF F 

RlF FrRp|F (2) % FJFR FT# - 

«K«n 


^>T * 11+1 3jjr Hdi 

FT *5# 

(1) 

(2) 

^ aif^+i'Q, Rmi 

'H'tf'F, ^JTF, SIFT? #T 'I'tBI'O 


ff ff% ft# 4ft # ft#w R Thrift ##i 


[FF. F. #-12026/15/2014-#ttf#-III] 
FF. #. F£, FFTFRIF 


MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS 

New Delhi, the 21 st February, 2019 

S.O. 374.—In pursuance of Clause (a) of Section 2 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipeline (Acquisition of 
Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), and in supersession of Gazette Notification No. S.O. 2709(E) dated 27 th 
October, 2009 published by Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas in the Gazette of India dated 28 th October, 2009 and 
Notification No. S.O.1173, dt. 26 th May, 2016 published by Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas in the Gazette of 
India dated 18 th June, 2016, the Central Government hereby authorizes “Special Land Acquisition Officer, GIDC, 
Dist. : Bharuch” to perform the functions of the Competent Authority under the said Act for laying of pipelines for 
transportation of gas/oil/water in the state of Gujarat by Oil and Natural Gas Corporation Limited, Ankleshwar Asset in 
respect of the areas specified in column (2) of the schedule namely:- 


TABLE 


Name and address of Authorities 

Area of Jurisdiction 

(1) 

(2) 

“SPECIAL LAND ACQUISITION OFFICER, GIDC, 
DIST. : BHARUCH” 

AREA FALLING IN DISTRICTS 

BHARUCH, SURAT, VADODARA, ANAND AND 
NAYSARI 


This notification will be effective from the date of its issue. 


[F. No. O-12026/15/2014-ONG-III] 
M.C. BHATT, Under Secy. 
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MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 13th February, 2019 

S.O. 375. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 58/2012) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum-Labour-Court 
Ahmedabad, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the Director, Space 
Application Centre, Government of India, D/o Space, ISRO Satellite, Ahmedabad and Others, and their workmen which 
were received by the Central Government on 11.02.19. 

[No. L-42012/210/2011-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present :Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, Dated 22 nd January, 2019 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 58/2012 


1. The Director, 

Space Application Centre, 

Government of India, D/o Space, ISRO, Satellite, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) 

2. M/s. Dharat Consultancy, 

Nishanth Apartment, Near Kashyap Apartment, 

Nehru Nagar Jain Derasar, Satellite, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) .. .First Parties 


V/s 


Shri Sharvilakbhai Govindbhai Dantani, 

Opp. R.C. High School, Gundi Chowk, Shahpur, 
Ahmedabad (Gujarat) 

For the First Party No. 1 : Shri R.R. Prajapati 

For the First Party No. 2 : None 

For the Second Party : Shri Govindbhai C. Dutt 


...Second Party 


AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-42011/210/2011- 
IR(DU) dated 24.02.2012 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum 
Labour Court, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 
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SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the management of M/s Dharat Consultancy, Ahmedabad, a contractor of Director Space 
Application, Centre in terminating the services of Shri Dantani Sharvilakbhai Govindbhai w.e.f. 21.04.2011 is 
legal and justified? What relief the workman is entitled to?” 

1. The reference dates back to 24.02.2012 and received on 12.03.2012 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, 
New Delhi for adjudication and passing the award. 

2. After issuing notice to both the parties, the second party submitted the statement of claim Ex. 2 on 03.04.2012 
along with the authority letter Ex. 3. Thereafter on 04.01.2018, the first party no. 1 Space Application Centre 
submitted the written statement Ex. 9 along with the vakalatpatra Ex. 6. 

3. The second party workman in his statement of claim Ex. 2 has alleged that he was engaged and has been 
working as Gardner (Mali) in M/s Dharat Consultancy since 2009. M/s Dharat Consultancy, hereinafter referred 
to as ‘first party no. 2’ was the contractor under the first party no. 1 The Director, Space Application Centre, 
Government of India, D/o Space, ISRO, Satellite, Ahmedabad hereinafter referred to as 'first party no. 1’ and 
has been working under its control. Thus the first party no. 1 was the main employer under which the first party 
no. 2 was contractor who engaged him as Mali. He used to work more than 240 in each calendar year on the 
daily wages of Rs.131/-. He was not paid the minimum wages as prescribed in law and without disclosing any 
reason, the first party illegally terminated his services on 21.04.2011 without giving him any show-cause notice 
and notice pay. Thus his services were terminated without making compliance of provisions of Section 25 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. He has further alleged that the workmen junior to him were retained violating the 
provisions of Section 25 F, G and H of the Industrial Disputes Act. Thus he has prayed for reinstatement in 
service with back wages along with Rs. 10000/- as legal expenses. 

4. The first party No. 1 in his written statement Ex. 9 has submitted that there was no master servant relationship 
with the workman as he was a contract employee of first party no. 2. He was not terminated by first party No. 1; 
therefore, there was no violation of provisions of Section 25 F, G and H of the Industrial Disputes Act on its 
part. 

5. The first party No. 2 M/s. Dharat Consultancy despite service by registered post did not prefer to submit the 
written statement, therefore, the reference was proceeded ex-parte against it. 

6. On the basis of the pleadings, the following issues arise: 

i. Whether the action of the management of M/s Dharat Consultancy, Ahmedabad, a contractor of Director 
Space Application, Centre in terminating the services of Shri Dantani Sharvilakbhai Govindbhai w.e.f. 
21.04.2011 is legal and justified? 

ii. To what relief, if any, the concerned workman is entitled? 

7. Issue No. i and ii: As both the issues are interrelated, therefore, are decided together. The burden of proof of 
these issues lies on the second party workman who submitted his affidavit Ex. 10 reiterating the averments 
made in the statement of claim but he has stated in his cross-examination that he was employed by M/s. Dharat 
Consultancy. He does not know who used to pay him the wages. No appointment letter was issued to him by the 
first party no. 1. He was removed from services by first party no. 2 M/s. Dharat Consultancy. Thus from the 
evidence, it is admitted fact that the second party workman was the employee of M/s. Dharat Consultancy and 
therefore, there was no violation of Section 25 F, G and H of the Industrial Disputes Act on the part of the first 
party no. 1. 

8. As the workman has admitted that he was employed by the first party no. 2 M/s. Dharat Consultancy and was 
removed from service by it retaining the junior workmen at the time of his removal without serving show-cause 
notice and giving notice pay despite the fact that he served the first party no. 2 M/s Dharat Consultancy for 
more than 240 days in each calendar year. The first party no. 2 has not contested the case by submitting written 
statement or appearing in person, therefore, it is a fit case of reinstatement of the second party workman along 
with back wages with the first party no. 2 M/s Dharat Consultancy as the termination was being in violation of 
Section 25 F, G and H of the Industrial Disputes Act. Thus both the issues are decided accordingly. 

9. The first party no. 2 M/s Dharat Consultancy is directed to reinstate the second party workman Dantani 
Sharvilakbhai Govindbhai on the post of Gardner with lump-sum compensation of Rs. 100000/- (Rupees One 
Lac). The award shall be given effect within 30 days from the publication of the award. 

10. The award is passed accordingly. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 


13 ^F^er, 2019 
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New Delhi, the 13th February, 2019 

S.O. 376. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 519/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum-Labour-Court 
Ahmedabad, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the Chief General 
Manager (Telecom), Gujarat Circle Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited Ahmedabad (Gujarat), and Others, and their 
workmen which were received by the Central Government on 11.02.19. 

[No. L-40012/53/2004-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad. Dated 22 nd January, 2019 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 519/2004 

1. The Chief General Manager (Telecom), 

Gujarat Circle, Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Khanpur, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380001 

2. The Telecom District Manager, 

Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Ganj Market, 

Palanpur (B.K.) - 385001 .. .First Parties 

V/s 

The Org. Secretary, 

The Association of Railway and Post Employees, 

15, Shashi Apartment, 

Near Anjalee Cinema, Vasna Road, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380007 .. .Second Party 

For the First Parties : Shri N.K. Trivedi 

For the Second Party : Shri R.C. Pathak 


AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-40012/53/2002-IR(DU) 
dated 30.09.2002 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of the 
matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of the union for reinstatement of Shri Popatlal Dhanjibhai Pandya, Casual Labour in 
service w.e.f. 10.11.1995 with full back wages is legal, proper and justified? If so, to what relief the concerned 
workman is entitled to and from which date?” 

1. The reference dates back to 30.09.2002 and received on 15.11.2002 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, 
New Delhi for adjudication and passing the award. 

2. After issuing notice to both the parties, the second party submitted the statement of claim Ex. 8 on 07.04.2004 
and the first party submitted the written statement Ex. 10 on 11.10.2004. 

3. The advocate for the second party workman moved an application Ex. 13 for production of documents detailed 
in the application against the first party. The first party also filed the reply Ex. 14 stating that these documents 
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are not traceable as being destroyed as per the rules. Thereafter, the second party workman was directed to lead 
evidence. Despite giving dozens of opportunities, the second party workman failed to lead evidence. The 
advocate of the second party workman Shri Chintan Gohel and R.C. Pathak stated in writing that the workman 
is not in their contact, therefore, they cannot lead evidence. 

4. Therefore, it appears that the second party workman is not willing to prosecute the case. 

5. Thus the reference is disposed of in the absence of the evidence of the second party workman with the 
observation as under: “the demand of the union for reinstatement of Shri Popatlal Dhanjibhai Pandya, Casual 
Labour in service w.e.f. 10.11.1995 with full back wages is not legal, proper and justified.” 

P.K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 


14 2019 

^T.an - . 377.—3^1 RR f^TTC 3|f?)P)4H 1947 (1947 4T 14) # HITT 17 % ai^/ui 4 4,44 313443 
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New Delhi, the 14th February, 2019 

S.O. 377. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 38/2013) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum-Labour-Court 
Dhanbad, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the management of 
heavy Engineering Corporation Ltd. Dhanbad, and Others, and their workmen which were received by the Central 
Government on 7.02.19. 


[No. L-42011/96/2013-IR (DU)] 
RAIENDRA JOSHI. Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.l, DHANBAD 

In the matter of reference U/S 10 (1) (d) (2A) of I.D.Act. 1947 

Reference: No. 38/2013 

Employer in relation to the management of Heavy Engineering Corporation Ltd, 

AND 

Their workman 

Present: Shri D.K.Singh, Presiding Officer 
Appearances: 

For the Employers : Sri Ajay Kumar Lala, Adv. 

For the workman . : None 

State : Jharkhand. Industry- Steel 

Dated: 28.01.2019 


AWARD 

By order No. L-4201 l/96/2013-IR(DU) dated 11/09/2013 the central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub -section (1) and sub-section (2A) of section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Management of Heavy Machines Building Plant under the M/s. Heavy 
Engineering Corporation Ltd., In denying promotion as prescribed for the cadre with consequential 
benefits with retrospective effect to Sri Binod Sharma, Machinist Gr.A on Account of his exoneration of 
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charges by the Chairman-cum-Managing Director is legal and justified ? To what relief the workman is 
entitled to?” 

2. After receipt of the reference, both parties were noticed. Management is present, but after issuance of two regd. 
Notices, none is appeared on behalf of the workman. Case is pending since long so, it appears that the workmen has lost 
his interest to resolve the matter. Hence No Dispute Award is passed. Communicate. 

D. K. SINGH, Presiding Officer 

14T^ffr, 2019 
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New Delhi, the 14th February, 2019 

S.O. 378. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 185/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum-Labour-Court 
Chandigarh, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the M/s. Soma 
Enterprises Ltd. Kurukshetra, Haryana and Others, and their workmen which were received by the Central Government 
on 30.01.19. 


[No. L-42012/100/2016-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 


ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SH. AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER-CUM-LINK OFFICER, 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-I, GOVERNMENT PRESS 
EXTENSION BUILDING, SECTOR 18-A, CHANDIGARH-160018 

ID No. 185/2016 


The Private Driver Sangathan Haryana, 

B.M.S. Office, Arjun Gate, Karnal (Haryana). ... Workmen/Union 


Versus 


M/s. Soma Enterprises Ltd., Rich-2, 

Sahabad Markanda, Kurukshetra. ... Management 

AWARD 

1. In the present case, a reference was received from the appropriate Government vide Letter 
No. L-42012/100/2016-IR(DU) dated 23.11.2016/02.12.2016 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(hereinafter called the Act), for adjudication of a dispute, terms of which 
are as under: 

“Whether the action of the management M/s. Soma Enterprises Ltd. Not considering the demand the 
union Private Driver Sangathan, Haryana indicated in its demand notice dated 08.01.2015 is legal and 
justice? If not, what relief the workmen concerned is entitled to and from which date?” 

2. In the reference order, the appropriate Government commanded the party/ies raising the dispute to file statement 
of claim, complete with relevant documents, list of reliance and witnesses with this Tribunal within 15 days of receipt of 
the reference order and to forward a copy of such statement of claim to the opposite parties involved in the dispute. 
Despite directions so given. Claimant opted not to file his claim statement with the Tribunal. 

3. On the receipt of the above reference, notice was sent to the workmen/union as well as to the management. The 
registered notice was sent on the address mentioned in the letter of reference. There is no other address of workmen 
available to this Court. Moreover, there is a presumption that a registered letter sent to the addressee i.e. workman herein 
has been received by such addressee and rebuttal presumption of service of notice arises in such a case. Despite service 
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of the notice, workmen/union opted to abstain away from the proceedings. No claim statement has been filed on their 
behalf. Thus, it is clear that the workmen/union is not interested in adjudication of the reference on merits. 

4. Since the workmen/union has neither put in their appearance nor has they led any evidence so as to prove his 
cause against the management, as such, this Tribunal is left with no choice, except to pass a ‘No Dispute/No Claim 
Award’. Since there is no adjudication of reference or case on merits as such, it would not preclude the workmen/union 
from seeking fresh reference or filing fresh case in accordance with Law. 

5. Let this award be sent to the appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947, for publication. 


Place: Chandigarh 
Dated: 19.11.2018 

A. C. DOGRA. Presiding Officer-cum-Link Officer 

14 tr#, 2019 
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New Delhi, the 14th February, 2019 

S.O. 379. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 53/2017) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum-Labour-Court 
Chandigarh, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the M/s. IL&FS 
Engineering and Construction Co. Ltd. Gurgaon, Haryana and Others, and their workmen which were received by the 
Central Government on 30.01.19. 


[No. L-42012/74/2017-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 


ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SH. AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER-CUM-LINK OFFICER, 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-I, GOVERNMENT PRESS 
EXTENSION BUILDING, SECTOR 18-A, CHANDIGARH-160018 

ID No. 53/2017 


Sh. Suresh Singh S/o Sh. Jawala Parsad, 

Niwasi Thauriya Via Fuder, Mathura-281001. ... Workman 

Versus 

M/s. IL & FS Engineering and Construction Co. Ltd. (Rapid Metro Rail Project), 

H.O.Plot No.D-367, Sector-28, Near Delhi Public School, Gurgaon (Haryana). ... Management 

AWARD 

2. In the present case, a reference was received from the appropriate Government vide Letter 
No. L-42012/74/2017-IR(DU) dated 23.02.2018 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(hereinafter called the Act), for adjudication of a dispute, terms of which are as 
under: 
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“Whether the action of the management of IL & FS Engineering and Construction Co. Ltd. (Rapid 
Metro Rail Project), Gurgaon in terminating the service of the workman Sh. Suresh Singh S/o Sh. Jawala 
Parsad on 7.2.2015 and not paying his dues is legal or justified? If not, what relief the workman is 
entitled to?” 

2. In the reference order, the appropriate Government commanded the party/ies raising the dispute to file statement 
of claim, complete with relevant documents, list of reliance and witnesses with this Tribunal within 15 days of receipt of 
the reference order and to forward a copy of such statement of claim to the opposite parties involved in the dispute. 
Despite directions so given. Claimant opted not to file his claim statement with the Tribunal. 

3. On the receipt of the above reference, notice was sent to the workman as well as the management. Neither the 
postal article sent to the claimant, referred above, was received back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal 
services remained affected during the period, referred above. Therefore, every presumption lies in favour of the fact that 
the above notice was served upon the claimant. Despite service of the notice, claimant opted to abstain away from the 
proceedings. No claim statement was filed on his behalf. Thus, it is clear that the claimant is not interested in 
adjudication of the reference on merits. 

4. Since the claimant has neither put in his appearance nor has he led any evidence so as to prove his cause against 
the managements, as such, this Tribunal is left with no choice, except to pass a ‘No Dispute/ No Claim Award’. Let this 
award be sent to the appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for 
publication. 


Place: Chandigarh 
Dated: 19.11.2018 


A. C. DOGRA. Presiding Officer-cum-Link Officer 
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New Delhi, the 14th February, 2019 

S.O. 380. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 5/2009) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum-Labour-Court 
Chandigarh, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the General 
Manager, National Hydel Power Corporation Kullu Haryana and Others, and their workmen which were received by the 
Central Government on 29.01.19. 


[No. L-42012/4/2009-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 

CHANDIGARH 


Present: Sh. A.K. Singh, Presiding Officer 


ID No. 5/2009 


Registered on 19.05.2009 

Sh. Mordhwaj, S/o Sh. Shankar Dass, Village and PO: Pattrighat, 
Tehsil Sarkaghat, Mandi (HP). 


... Workman 
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Versus 

1. General Manager, National Hydel Power Corporation, Parbati Hydel Project, Stage-Ill, Village Behali, PO: Larjee, 
District Kullu(HP). 

2. The Project Manager, Jager Gammon Joint Venture, Parbati H.E. Project, 

Stage-Ill, Lot-2, Village Behali, PO: Larjee, District Kullu(HP) .. .Respondents 


AWARD 


Passed on: 21.01.2019 

Central Government vide Notification No. L-42012/4/2009-IR(DU) Dated 05.05.2009, under clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(hereinafter called the Act), has 
referred the following Industrial dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:- 

“Whether the action of the management of Project Manager, Jager Gammon Joint Venture, in terminating the 
services of their workman Shri Mordhwaj w.e.f. 07.11.2007 is legal and justified? If not, what relief the 
workman is entitled to?” 

1. The facts, in brief, are that Sh. Mordhwaj, workman had joined the services of respondent no.2 in the month of 
September, 2006 as helper and later on he was engaged as Tyre Fitter. He was also issued appointment letter dated 
17.10.2006 for the post of Type Fitter which was issued by the Liasion-cum-Vigilance Officer(AnnexureP-l). Later on, 
he was issued another appointment letter by the Project Manager on 18.12.2006(Annexure P-2). The respondent no.2 
was engaged by respondent no. 1 as Contractor in the Project under the NHPC at the site. The respondent no. 1 was also 
in the knowledge of the fact that the petitioner had been engaged by respondent no.2 during that period. The service of 
the workman was terminated by respondent no.2 on 07.09.2007fAnnexure P-3). Thus, the workman had worked 
continuously from September 2006 to 07.11.2007. The services of the workman terminated without issuing any show 
cause notice on 07.11.2007 without any enquiry and issuance of any charge-sheet. The workman had worked 
continuously from September 2006 to 07.11.2007 i.e. till the date of termination. It is also alleged that workman has 
deposited regular deduction towards P.F. from the month of September 2006. Thus, total amount contributed towards 
EPF amount is Rs.4,607/- which is also not given to the workman. 

2. Respondent No.l i.e. General Manager, NHPC, Parbati Hydel Project, has filed written statement and has 
made averments that he is not aware with the relationship of workman with M/s Jager Gammon Joint Venture i.e. 
respondent no.2. It is also alleged that it has been wrongly made party as respondent no. 1 and reference is made to be 
answered between workman and respondent no.2 i.e. M/s Jager Gammon Joint Venture. It has been also alleged that 
respondent no.l is not a answering party against whom any order can be made so he be deleted as party to the dispute. It 
is also alleged that Tribunal has got no jurisdiction as reference being illegal and not capable of adjudication. In regards 
to para 4, it is alleged that it relates to respondent no.2 only and the deduction of 12% from the salary amount has to be 
deducted under EPF and deposited by adding the same amount as employer-contribution with the concerned Regional 
Provident Fund Commissioner. The prayer made by the workman seems to be unjustified and the petition is liable to be 
rejected. 

3. Respondent No.2 i.e. Project Manager, Jager Gammon Joint Venture, filed written statement and alleged 
that workman is terminated from service as he dishonestly stolen new tube issued for fitting in a vehicle and was caught 
red handed for theft of new tube. The enquiry was conducted by the Enquiry Officer of the company Mr. Vinod 
Kumar(P&A Dept.) and finding him guilty and his services was rightly terminated by respondent no.2 within the 
provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. The question of compensation regarding retrenchment is not alleged in this 
case. It is admitted that EPF deduction is made from the salary of the workman and the same was deposited by 
respondent no.2 before the EPF Office, Shimla and no amount is lying with respondent no.2. Therefore, it is requested 
that respondent no.2 has lost his faith and confidence and unable to keep the workman in service and the petition is 
liable to be dismissed on the facts as mentioned in the written statement. 

4. Workman has filed rejoinder to the written statement submitted by respondent no.2, reiterating all the facts 
which has been mentioned in the claim petition itself. It has been alleged that no regular enquiry is being conducted by 
the respondents and he has been unheard and illegally terminated by the management without giving any show cause 
notice and compensation etc. as required under the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

5. During the course of pendency of the proceedings before the Tribunal, respondent no.2 has made himself 
absent and consequently, ex parte order dated 02.03.2015 was passed by this Tribunal. Against this factual background, 
both the parties has adduce their evidence. The workman has examined himself and respondent no. 1 has examined Sh. 
Rakesh Kumar(Manager) whose affidavit is filed as Ex.Rl. 

6. Now the preliminary question before this Tribunal is whether the services of the workman was terminated by 
respondent no.2 in violation of the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 or the same is legal, just and valid 
under the Law. 

7. The learned counsel for the workman, Sh. Raj Kaushik has strongly urged that workman herein was in service 
with respondent no.2 who has not followed the principle of natural justice before terminating the service of the 






1148 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : MARCH 16, 2019/PHALGUNA 25, 1940 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


workman. In this connection, my attention was drawn by the learned counsel for the workman regarding the photocopy 
of the alleged enquiry in which few statements of the witnesses has been recorded by alleged enquiry officer. But there 
is nothing on the record to show that any officer had been appointed as enquiry officer after giving charge-sheet to the 
workman and reply was received accordingly. It appears from the record that on 07.11.2007, the date of alleged theft, 
statement of the few witnesses were recorded and order of dismissal had accordingly passed against all the norms of 
procedure laid down in the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

8. This fact is supported by the affidavit of the workman in which he has alleged that neither there was any 
enquiry officer appointed by the competent authority nor enquiry report has been submitted to the disciplinary 
authority. It is pertinent to mention here that this witness is cross-examined by respondent no.l but not by respondent 
no.2, who had made himself absent before the cross-examination of the witness. The learned counsel for respondent 
no. 1 has cross-examined the witness in which this witness has alleged that neither any enquiry was conducted nor any 
charge-sheet was submitted by the respondent. He has clearly admitted that he was the employee of Jager Gammon 
Joint Venture, respondent no.2 and his services were terminated by the respondent no.2. Thus, there is nothing on 
record to show that workman was duly served any charge-sheet and proper enquiry was conducted by the enquiry 
officer duly authorised by respondent no.2 before his termination. 

9. The written statement submitted by respondent no.2 itself denotes that factum of appointment of the workman 
is not disputed and respondent no.2 has specifically accepted in its written statement at Para 3 that workman continued 
his service from September 2006 to 07.11.2007. Thus, factum of appointment till the termination of the workman is not 
disputed. As Section 25-F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has mandate that before the termination, management is 
duty bound to issue show cause notice and after receiving the reply and appointing appropriate authority for enquiry, 
termination or any order, so required has to be passed. But respondent has not complied this mandate in spite of the 
services of about 14 months rendered by the workman in the establishment. There is a long line of decisions of the 
Hon'ble Apex Court that provisions of Section 25-F of the Act are mandatory in nature and termination of the workman 
from service in derogation of Section 25-F has render the action of the respondents to be illegal and void under the Law. 

10. Now, the residual question is whether the workman is entitled to any incidental relief of payment of back wages 
and/or reinstatement of service with full back wages. It is proved on record that claimant was continuously in the 
employment of the respondent no.2 since September 2006.Respondent no.2 Jager Gammon Joint Venture has clearly 
admitted in its written statement that he has deposited the EPF deductions towards the workman has been deposited by 
respondent no.2 before the EPF Office, Shimla for the year 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 as per Rules. There is no show 
cause notice or memo issued to the workman during his service by the respondents. Moreover, the job of the workman 
is of perennial and regular nature as Tyre Fitter is always required to perform his duties. 

11. The Hon’ble Apex Court in case “Deepali Gundu Surwase Vs. Kranti Junior Adhyapak Mahavidyalaya” 
reported as (2013) 10 SCC 324 has held as under: 

“i) In case of wrongful termination of service, reinstatement with continuity of service and back wages is 
the normal rule. 

ii) Ordinarily, an employee or workman whose services are terminated and who is desirous of getting back 
wages is required to either plead or at least make a statement before the adjudicating authority or the 
Court of first instance that he was not gainfully employed or was employed on lesser wages. If the 
employer wants to avoid payment of full back wages, then I has to plead and also lead cogent evidence 
to prove that the workman wads gainfully employed and was getting wages equal to the wages he wads 
drawing prior to the termination of service. This is so because it is settled law that the burden of proof 
of the existence of a particular fact lies on the person who makes a positive averments about its 
existence. It is always easier to prove a positive fact than to prove a negative fact. Therefore, once the 
employee shows that he was not employed, the onus lies on the employer to specifically plead and prove 
that the employee was gainfully employed and was getting the same or substantially similar 
emoluments. ” 

12. Hon’ble Apex Court in the case General Manager, Haryana Roadways Vs. Rudan Singh, reported as 2005 SCC 
(L & S) 716 observed as under:- 

“There is no rule of thumb that in every case where the Industrial Tribunal gives a finding that the termination 
of sendee was in violation of Section 25-F of the Act, entire back wages should be awarded. A host of factors 
like the manner and method of selection and appointment i.e. whether after proper advertisement of the vacancy 
or inviting applications from the employment exchange, nature of appointment namely, whether ad hoc, short 
term, daily wage, temporary or permanent in character, any special qualification required for the job and the 
like should be weighed and balanced in taking a decision regarding award of back wages. One of the 
important factors which has to be taken into consideration is the length of service, which the workman had 
rendered with the employer. If the workman has rendered a considerable period of service and his services 
are wrongfully terminated, he may be awarded full or partial back wages keeping in view the fact that at this 
age and the qualification possessed by him he may not be in a position to get another employment. However, 
where the total length of service rendered by a workman is very small, the award of back wages for the 
complete period i.e. from the date of termination till the date of the award, which our experience shows is 
often quite large, would be wholly inappropriate. A regular sendee of permanent character cannot be 
compared to short or intermittent daily wage employment though it may be for 240 days in a calendar year. ” 
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13. The Hon’ble Apex Court while considering the violation of Section 25-F of the Act in Incharge Officer & Anr. 
V. Shankar Shetty, (2010) 9 SCC 126: 2010 LLR 1137 and after referring to the various decisions, held that the relief 
by way of back wages is not automatic and compensation instead of reinstatement has been held to meet the ends of 
justice and it was observed as under:- 

“2. Should an order of reinstatement automatically follow in a case where the engagement of a daily wager 
has been brought to end in violation of Section 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(for short “the 
ID Act”)? The course of the decisions of this Court in recent years has been uniform on the above 
question. 

3. In Jagbir Singh V. Haryana State Agriculture Mktg. Board, (2009) 15 SCC 327, delivering the 
judgment of this Court, one of the us (R.M. Lodha, J.) noticed some of the recent decisions of this 
Court, namely, U.P. State Brassware Corpn. Ltd. V. Uday Narain Pandey, (2006) 1 SCC 479; 
Uttaranchal Forest Development Corpn. V. M.C. Joshi, (2007) 9 SCC 353; State of M.P. v. Lalit Kumar 
Verma, (2007) 1 SCC 575; M.P. Admn. V. Tribhuban, (2007) 9 SCC 748; Sita Ram v. Mod Lai Nehru 
Farmers Training Institute, (2008)5 SCC 75; Jaipur Development Authority v. Ramsahai, (2006) 11 
SCC 684; GDA v. Ashok Kumar, (2008) 4 SCC 261 and Mahboob Deepak v. Nagar Panchayat, 
Gajraula, (2008) 1 SCC 575 and stated as follows: (Jagbir Singh case (2009) 11 SCC 327, SCC pp. 330 
& 335, paras 7 & 14) 

“7. It is true that the earlier view of this Court articulated in many decisions reflected the legal position that 
if the termination of an employee was found to be illegal, the relief of reinstatement with full back- 
wages would ordinarily follow. However, in recent past, there has been a shift in the legal position and 
in a long line of cases, this Court has consistently taken the view that relief by way of reinstatement 
with back-wages is not automatic and may be wholly inappropriate in a given fact situation even 
though the termination of an employee is in contravention of the prescribed procedure. Compensation 
instead of reinstatement has been held to meet the ends of justice. 

14. It would be, thus, seen that by a catena of decisions in recent time, this Court has clearly laid down that 
an order of retrenchment passed in violation of Section 25F although may be set aside but an award of 
reinstatement should not, however, be automatically passed.” 

14. Yet, in another latest case, the Hon'ble Apex Court in District Development Officer Vs. Suresh 2018 LLR 225 
awarded lump sum compensation of Rs.2.50 lac in lieu of reinstatement with back wages where the workman was daily 
wager and have served the management only for two and half years in the case in hand. 

15. In view of legal position discussed above, this Court is of the view that workman herein was not holding a 
regular or permanent post nor he was recruited against the post is a regular manner. In such circumstances, it is 
appropriate to grant reasonable compensation instead of reinstatement with back wages. 

16. As such, having due regard to the facts and the evidence on record, I am of the opinion that an amount of 
Rs.75,000/- along with EPF amount deposited in the account of the workman, which he can legally withdraw by 
formalizing the procedure for withdrawn of the EPF amount, appears to be just and reasonable to which the workman is 
entitled. In case, the amount of Rs.75,000/- is not paid within one month from the date of publication of the award, the 
workman is held be entitled to 6% interest from the date of reference till payment. 

17. Last but not the least question still remains for consideration regarding the payment of aforesaid compensation. 
In this connection, lerned counsel for respondent no. 1 argued that he was neither the employer of the workman nor he 
had terminated the service of the workman as is accepted by the workman during the cross-examination. Therefore, 
respondent no.l General Manager, National Hydel Power Corporation, Parbati Hydel Project, Stage-Ill, is not 
responsible to pay the consideration, if any, and this liability has to be owned by respondent no.2 Jager Gammon loint 
Venture, who was the employer of the workman. Certainly, the workman in his cross examination has accepted that he 
was employed by respondent no.2 as well as terminated by respondent no.2. In this connection, learned counsel for the 
workman has drawn my attention towards the agreement executed between respondent no.l i.e. General Manager, 
National Hydel Power Corporation, Parbati Hydel Project, Stage-Ill and respondent no.2 i.e. Jager Gammon Joint 
Venture and letter of acceptance for construction, which shows that respondent no.l was the principal employer on 
whose behest agreement was taken by respondent no.2 and consequently, he had employed workman in service. It is 
legally settled law that master is liable for the work done by the servant. Hence, being the principal employer, 
respondent no.2 i.e. Jager Gammon Joint Venture is duty bound to satisfy the award. However, it is made clear that 
respondent no. 1 will be at liberty to recover the awarded amount from respondent no.2 after duly paid to workman. 

18. Let copy of the award be sent to the Central Government for publication as required under Section 17 of 
the Act. 


A.K. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 14th February, 2019 

S.O. 381. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT-1/01 of 2013) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum-Labour- 
Court No. 1, Mumbai, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to Hundustan 
Organics Chemicals Ltd. Mumbai and their workmen which were received by the Central Government on 06.12.18. 

[No. L-42011/126/2012-IR (DU)] 

RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.l MUMBAI 
Present : JUSTICE RAVINDRA NATH MISHRA, Presiding Officer 

REFERENCE NO. CGIT-1/ 1 OF 2013 

Parties: Employers in relation to the management of Hindustan Organics Chemicals Ltd. 

AND 

Their workman (Nana R.Gawand) 


Mr.N.N.Kankonkar, Adv. 

Workman present in person 
Maharashtra 

Mumbai, dated the 19th day of November, 2018 

AWARD 

1. The present reference has been made by the Central Government by its order No. L-42011/126/2012- 
IR(DU)dated 18.12.2012 passed in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 
(2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. The terms of reference as per the schedule to the said order are 
as under: 


Appearances: 

For the first party No. 1/Management 
For the second party / Workman 
State 


“Whether the action of the management of M/s. Hindustan Organic Chemicals Ltd., Rasayani in dismissing Shri 
Nana Raghunath Gawand, Office Assistant Grade-1 from sendee by imposing the punishment of ‘Dismissal 
from service vide order dated 29.10.1990 and not accepting Ins demand of reinstatement in the light of his 
acquittal by the Hon'ble High Court, Mumbai is justified and proper? If not, what relief and other benefits the 
workman is entitled to?” 

2. In brief the facts necessary for adjudicating this instant reference as stated in the Statement of Claim may be 
summed up as under: 

3. The workman Raghunath Gawand was appointed as an Office Assistant, Grade-Ill with the Opposite Party 
employer on 30.3.1981. While in service, the workman was arrested by the police on 23.1.1987 in connection of an 
incident in which he remained in police custody from 23.1.1987 to 11.3.1987. On 12.3.1987, when the workman was 
released, he resumed his duty with the management but a show cause notice was served to him which was replied to the 
satisfaction of the management. No chargesheet was issued to the workman nor any enquiry was held against him. On 
11.3.1997 the Sessions Court at Alibaug sentenced him to life imprisonment. On 13.11.1990, when the workman after 
released from jail reported back to the duty he was not allowed to join. The workman made several representations to 
the management but he was not allowed to resume duties. Therefore, he filed complaint of Unfair Labour Practice where 
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Labour Court passed an order restraining the management from terminating services of the workman without following 
the due process of law. On receipt of the order, the management issued an intimation to the workman that he was already 
discharged from service. It has also been pleaded by the workman that against the judgement of conviction he has 
preferred an appeal before the Bombay High Court, where the conviction was set aside on 10.4.2012. The workman has 
claimed that the action of the management in discharging his services is illegal, improper and unjust as it was done 
without conducting any domestic enquiry and contrary to the principles of natural justice and, therefore, he is entitled not 
only for reinstatement but also for compensation for wrongful termination of his services. 

4. The opposite party management has filed its written statement in which factual position of the case has been 
admitted. However, it is pleaded inter alia that the services of the workman came to be terminated vide discharge order 
dated 29.10.1990. The demand of the workman was raised after 22 years is not legal and proper as the same suffers from 
inordinate delay and laches. The workman has filed a complaint before Labour Court for Unfair Labour Practice where 
the Labour Court after full hearing of the dispute dismissed the complaint and found the order of discharge to be legal 
and valid. The workman was involved in a murder case for which he remained in police custody from 4.12.1986 to 
12.3.1987 but he did not informed the company that he was arrested by police and was in police custody. After resuming 
the duty, the workman replied the show cause notice issued by the opposite party but he suppressed the fact that he was 
in police custody due to which he was absent from duty. When the fact of his police custody came to notice of the 
company, again a show cause was issued to him as to why he suppressed the fact but the workman again made an excuse 
for his absenteeism. The workman was sentenced for life imprisonment on 11.9.1990 by Sessions Court, therefore, 
looking into the scenario the company came to the conclusion that the workman was unable to continue the contract of 
employment and, therefore, his services were terminated in accordance with the Standing Orders No.42 vide letter dated 
29.10.1990. The workman has admittedly remained absent from duty without any leave on the false ground of personal 
work even though he was implicated in a murder case. Therefore, nothing remained to be proved through any domestic 
enquiry. However, the company did not attract any clause of misconduct in termination of the workman concerned. The 
demand of workman is illegal, improper, unjustified, baseless and untenable at law as well as on fact the workman is not 
entitled for any wages. 

5. On the basis of the pleadings of the parties, following issues were framed. 

(1) Whether there was any delay in raising the present dispute? If yes, whether the reference is maintainable? 

(2) Whether the present dispute is barred by the principles of res-judicata? 

(3) Whether the Reference is bad in Law in view of the provisions of Section 59 of the Maharashtra 
Regulation of Trade Unions and Prevention of Unfair Labour Practices Act, 1971? 

(4) Whether the action of the Management of M/s.Hindustan Organic Chemicals Ltd., Rasayani in 
discharging Nana Raghunath Gawand, the workman concerned herein with effect from 29.10.1990 by the 
Order dated 03.11.1990 is legal, justified and proper? 

(5) Whether the demand of the workman concerned herein for reinstatement in the light of his acquittal by 
the Hon’ble Bombay High Court by the Judgment and Order dated 10.4.2012 is legal, justified and 
proper? 

(6) To what relief or benefit, if any is the workman concerned herein entitled? 

6. The workman has examined himself as WW-1 to substantiate his case. On behalf of the management Mr.Sanjay 
V.Deshpande has been examined on MW-1. However, before the Management witness could be cross-examined by the 
workman, the parties entered into a settlement outside the Court. The crux of the matter and the case is whether 
discharge of the workman concerned is illegal for want of any enquiry. Admittedly, the workman concerned had 
remained in police custody with unauthorised leave for a long duration and he was also convicted by Additional Sessions 
Judge in the murder case. Second proviso to Article 311 sub-clause (2) of the Constitution of India says that Opportunity 
of hearing or say enquiry before termination is not required where the conduct in question of the workman has led to his 
conviction on a criminal charge. However, as the parties has entered into an amicable settlement the adjudication on the 
point of legality of termination of service of the workman is not warranted. 

7. It has been settled between the parties that the workman shall be paid 20,00,000 (Rupees Twenty Lakhs only) in 
full and final settlement of all his rights and claim of employment and re-employment, reinstatement and by monetary 
claims such as back wages, any arrears arising out of revision, compensation, any wages due, LTA, Bonus, Leave wages, 
Notice pay or any other monetary claims in respect of his employment. Out of the above Rs.20,00,000/- an amount of 
Rs. 10,00,000 (Rupees Ten Lakhs only) has already been received by the workman through cheque which has been 
endorsed by the workman concerned on the agreement of settlement itself and remaining Rs. 10,00,000/- would be paid 
after receipt of the order. In addition to above PF amount of Rs.5,26,144/- (Rupees Five Lakhs twenty six thousand one 
hundred and forty four only) including interest and gratuity amount of Rs.29,366.00 will be paid to the workman. The 
terms of settlement has been filed by the parties which are on record. An affidavit has also been filed by the workman in 
support of the Settlement agreement. Thus, as the workman has agreed to receive Rs.20,00,000/- as compensation no 
further adjudication in the matter is required as no dispute exist between the parties. 

8. In view of the above, Award is passed accordingly. 


JUSTICE RAVINDRA NATH MISHRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 14th February, 2019 

S.O. 382. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 298/2011) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum-Labour-Court-1, 
New Delhi, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the Commissioner, 
Management of Municipal Corporation of Delhi, New Delhi and Others, and their workmen which were received by the 
Central Government on 07.02.19. 


[No. L-42011/23/2011-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE PRESIDING OFFICER : CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT No.l: ROOM No.511, DWARKA COURT COMPLEX, NEW DELHI - 110 075 

ID No.298/11 


Shri Shyam Lai, 

S/o. Shri Parsadi Lai, 

Through General Secretary, 

Municipal Employees Union, 

Agarwal Bhawan, GT Road, 

Tis Hazari, Delhi 54. ... Workman 


Versus 


The Management of Municipal Corporation of Delhi, 

Through its Commissioner, 

Town Hall, Chandni Chowk, 

Delhi-110006. ...Management 

AWARD 

This award shall decide a reference which was made to this to this Tribunal by the appropriate Government vide 
letter No.L-42011/23/2011/IR(DU) dated 05.08.2011 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(in short the Act) for adjudication of an industrial dispute, terms of which are as 
under 


‘Whether the action of the management Municipal Corporation of Delhi in not constituting the Medical Board 
for Medical examination of Shri Shyam Lai, Mali, is legal and justified ? What relief the workman is entitled 
to?” 

2. Both parties were put to notice and the claimant Shyam Lai filed his statement of claim with the averments that 
he was in the employment of Management as Mali in its Horticulture Department since the year 1980. Initially he was 
treated as a casual/daily rated worker and was paid fixed wages which was revised from time to time under the Minimum 
Wages Act, his services were regularized w.e.f. 12/4/1999 vide order dated 21/2/2006. It is pleaded that on 5/4/2007 
while the workman was going alongwith his colleagues in a departmental vehicle to dump garbage, some of his 
colleagues pushed him and he fell out of the departmental vehicle/truck & suffered multiple injuries. The workman 
proceeded on medical leave to recover from the injuries but to no result. His both legs are not fully fit and as such the 
injuries sustained by him have incapacitated him discharging his duties as a Mali, though he joined his duties on 
1/1/2008. The workman was not able to discharge his duties and since 5/5/2009 even his attendance was not being 
marked, though he was regularly visiting the office. Vide communication dated 13/6/2009 the workman requested the 
management to constitute a Medical Board for purpose of his medical examination and if the Medical Board comes to 
the conclusion that he is not able to discharge his normal duties, in that eventuality he may be retired and his son 
Shri Chander Bhan may be given appointment on compassionate ground. But the Management did not take any action 
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on the said communication, which action of the Management is unjust, malafide and illegal, inasmuch as the job to 
which the workman was working is of permanent and regular nature; the workman had continuously discharged his 
duties from the year 2009 till May, 2009 and he was due to retire on 28/03/2023; Management failed to take note that the 
workman got injuries during the course of his employment; that in similar circumstances the dependents of other 
employees have been given employment on compassionate ground. A demand notice dated 26/9/2009 was served upon 
the Management but to no response. Thereafter the workman approached the Conciliation Officer but to no avail and 
hence this reference. 

3. The statement of claim has been resisted by the Management who filed written statement and took preliminary 
objections inter alia that the claimant is not workman as defined under Section 2(s) of the Act and that the claimant has 
already been terminated by the Management vide letter dated 14/1/2011 and as such, there does not exist any employee- 
employer relationship between the parties. The claimant remained unauthorisedly absent from duties without any 
intimation w.e.f. 5/5/2009 and did not turn up for duties despite service of call back notices dated 9/7/2010, 27/8/2010, 
22/11/2010, 3/12/2010 etc. Even otherwise the claimant never produced any medical certificate about his incapability 
nor gave any intimation to the Management alongwith authentic documents. Denying the plea of the claimant that he fell 
out of the departmental truck/vehicle on 5/4/2007 and suffered multiple injuries, it has been alleged that the workman 
neither informed the Management about the same, nor submitted any document showing himself to be medically unfit or 
got occupational incapability. Prayer has been made for dismissal of the claim petition. 

4. Vide order dated 22/11/2011 my learned Predecessor framed following issues 

(i) Whether an industrial dispute is raised and referred for adjudication ? 

(ii) As in terms of reference ? 

(iii) Relief. 

5. The workman /claimant examined himself as WW1 and led evidence by way of affidavit Ex.WWl/A & relied 
on documents Ex.WWl/1 to Ex.WWl/22. He also examined one Shri Surender Bhardwaj, General Secretary of the 
Municipal Employees Union regarding espousal of the dispute of the claimant by the Union pursuant to resolution 
Ex.WWl/4 passed in the meeting on 10/9/2009. On the other hand, the Management examined one Shri Seesh Pal 
Meena. Assistant Director (Horticulture) who filed his affidavit Ex.MWl/A and relied on the documents Ex.MWl/A as 
well as documents Ex.WWl/M-45 to Ex.WWl/M-49. 

6. I have heard Shri Rajiv Aggarwal, A/R for the claimant and Shri Rajiv Bhardwaj, A/R for the Management. I 
have also gone through the records carefully. 

Issue No.l and 2 

7. Both these issues are taken up together as the same can be conveniently disposed of by common discussion. 

8. Testimony of the claimant is in line with the averments made in the claim petition. There is admission on the 
part of MW 1 Seesh Pal Meena - witness of the Management that the claimant joined the Management as a Mali on 
muster roll in 1980 and his services were regularized with effect from 12/4/1999. As such, the plea of the Management 
that there existed no relationship of employee between the claimant herein and the Management is not sustainable and it 
is held that the claimant is a workman within the definition of Section 2(s) of the Act. 

9. It is notable that MW 1- sole witness examined by the Management - has admitted that the claimant was injured 
on 5/4/2007 when he was going to dump garbage in the departmental vehicle. However, this witness showed his 
ignorance whether the claimant had requested the Management to constitute a Medical Board for his medical 
examination. The claimant has filed on record a representation dated 13/6/2009 (Ex.WWl/5) which he had sent to the 
Director (Horticulture) through registered post, copy of which has been filed on record as Ex.WW 1/6, whereby while 
narrating about the incident of suffering multiple injuries on 5/4/2007 while he was going to dump garbage in the 
departmental truck and lodging of a complaint to the PS Govindpuri, New Delhi, he requested for constituting a Medical 
Board for his medical examination and if the Medical Board comes to the conclusion that injuries sustained by him 
rendered him incapacitated disablement totally for all works, he may be retired and his son may be given appointment for 
a suitable post on compassionate ground. The claimant has also filed on record copy of the demand./legal notice 
Ex.WWl/1 which, as per deposition of MW1- was admittedly received by the Management and through that notice he 
had also called upon the Management/MCD to constitute a Medical Board for his medical examination and in case of his 
incapacitation to perform duty, his son Chander Bhan be given appointment on compassionate ground. It will be 
worthwhile to mention here that the term "industrial dispute” as defined under Section 2(k) of the Act came up for 
consideration before the Apex Court in the case of Workmen of Dimakuchi Tea Estate Vs. Management of 
Dimakuchi Tea Estate, (1958) 1LLJ 500 SC, wherein it was held that 

“...Having regard to the scheme and objects of the Act and its other provisions, the expression “any person" in 
Section 2(k) of the Act must be read subject to such limitations and qualifications as arise from the context: the 
two crucial limitations are (1) the dispute must be a real dispute between the parties to the dispute (as indicated 
in the first two parts of the definition clause) so as to be capable of settlement or adjudication by one party to 
the dispute giving necessary relief to the other and (2) the person regarding whom the dispute is raised must be 
one in whose employment, non employment, terms of employment or conditions of labour (as the case may be) 
the parties to the dispute have a direct or substantial interest.” 







1154 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : MARCH 16, 2019/PHALGUNA 25, 1940 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


To my mind, the claimant/workman was/is having a direct and substantial interest since the issue relating to his medical 
examination and/or capacity to performance or non performance was part & parcel of his service condition/ terms of 
employment and inaction on the part of the Management is also connected with "employment or non employment" of the 
workman. The claimant/workman vide his representation Ex.WWl/5 and demand notice Ex.WWl/1 had also requested 
for appointment of his son on compassionate ground in case he in view of his injuries is found/declared incapacitated to 
work by the Medical Board. It is fairly settled that dispute relating to compassionate appointment is an “industrial 
dispute” within Section 2(k) of the Act. To this view, I am supported by the decision of our own High Court in the case 
of PDA Vs. Sudesh Kumar and others, (2009)11 LLJ 641 (Delhi). 

In view of the aforesaid rulings coupled with the facts and circumstances of the instant case, this Tribunal has no 
hesitation to hold that an “industrial dispute” has been raised and referred for adjudication. 

10. Now the question arises for consideration is whether the failure on the part of the Management to constitute 
Medical Board for medical examination of the workman herein was legal and justifiable. 

11. No doubt, services of the claimant have been terminated by the Management vide order (dated 14-1-2011) 
Ex.WWl/M-45 and he is no more in the employment of the Management but once a reference has been received, same is 
required to be answered and should not be rendered incompetent. It is the duty of the Tribunal to adjudicate controversy 
on merits even if the reference is cryptic and vague. As such, this tribunal proceeds to adjudicate the controversy 
between the parties as per terms of the reference. 

12. As mentioned above, the claimant/workman admittedly received injuries on 5/4/2007 while he was in the 
employment of the Management and was going to dump garbage alongwith his colleagues in the departmental vehicle. 
The workman/claimant has filed on record number of medical papers as Ex.WWl/M-1 to Ex.WWl/M-14 and has 
clarified that he got himself treated at Ram Manohar Lohia Hospital in respect of injuries received in April, 2007. He 
also clarified that he had applied for medical leave in April, 2007 for nine months and during that period he got treatment 
from RML Hospital, Jagdamba Hospital and other hospitals at Vivek Vihar/Dilshad Garden. He further deposed that 
applications alongwith medical certificates Ex.WWl/M-30 to Ex.WWl/M-44 were sent by him to the Management. 
Once the workman/claimant had sustained injuries during the course of his employment with the Management when he 
alongwith his other colleagues had gone to dump garbage in the departmental vehicle/truck on 5/4/2007 and sustained 
multiple injuries on his leg and he vide his representation Ex.WWl/5 and demand notice Ex.WWl/1 had requested the 
Management to constitute Medical Board for his medical examination, it was moral and legal duty of the Management 
to consider his request sympathetically to ascertain his medical condition and fitness to perform duty, in view of fracture 
of his left leg & other injuries as also availing long leave since after the said incident. It appears that the 
Management/MCD adopted a very casual approach in not entertaining the representation of the claimant in proper 
perspective. By no stretch of imagination the action of the Management in not considering the request of the 
claimant/workman for constitution of Medical Board for his medical examination can be considered to be legal and 
justified. As such, this Tribunal has no hesitation to hold that action of the Management in not constituting the Medical 
Board for medical examination of the workman /claimant was legal and justified. These issues are decided accordingly 
in favour of the claimant and against the Management. 

Relief 


As a sequel to the aforesaid discussion, the Management/MCD is directed to constitute a Medical Board 
comprising of experts who would opine as to whether the claimant/workman was/is unable/unfit to perform duties of 
Mali due to sustaining injuries in the incident occurred on 5/4/2007 during the course of his employment and in case he 
is medically found unfit to perform duty, in that eventuality the request of the claimant for employment on 
compassionate ground be considered by the Management. The course of action be initiated by the Management/MCD, 
within one month, from the date of publication of this Award. The Award is passed accordingly. 


Date : 01.02.2019 

AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
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documents in support of his defence. The Enquiry Officer acted as Presenting Officer. In enquiry, despite request of the 
workman concerned for time, the Enquiry Officer adjourned hearing of the case for next day which was not sufficient to 
bring the witness from Kolkata to Pune. The Enquiry Officer rejected his application for holding enquiry at Kolkata 
instead of Pune on the ground of inconvenience of the company. He has further challenged the enquiry on the ground 
that refusal of the company to sanction leave and T.A. to the witnesses of defence hampered fair conduct of enquiry. 

5. The management of the company has pleaded that the company had become sick and was referred to BIFR. For 
revival of the company 13 Medical Representatives from all over the country were transferred to different places and the 
concerned workman was one of them. The concerned workman was chargesheeted and suspended during enquiry vide 
order dated 06.06.2000 on the ground of misconduct of physical torture of Regional Manager of Kolkata Division of the 
company. The suspension order was issued under the Certified Standing Orders of the company which is applicable in 
case of Shri Biswas. Clause 27(e) of the Certified Standing Orders provides that during the period of suspension 
employees shall not leave the station except with the written permission of the company. The concerned workman on his 
transfer to Hubly did not report for duty at the place of his transfer, therefore, he was not entitled for subsistence 
allowance and the question of vitiating the enquiry does not arise on that score. It is further pleaded that sufficient 
opportunity was given to the workman concerned to produce defence witnesses whose evidence was considered 
necessary. In the list of witnesses furnished by the workman concerned, most of them belonged to the alleged union in 
which the concerned workman was allegedly office bearer. At the request of Shri Biswas the company advanced 
Rs.20,000/= to enable him to produce defence witness. Inspite of receipt of said advance, he did not produce any 
witness. When the enquiry proceedings started the concerned workman was not on the roll of the company’s Kolkata 
Office and there was no existence of Kolkata Office, holding of enquiry in the Head Office at Pune did not prejudice the 
workman concerned at all. Moreover, expenses for attendance of the concerned workman at Pune, hotel charges were 
reimbursed by the company. After giving full opportunity to the workman concerned to defend himself in the enquiry 
and after observing natural justice, the Enquiry Officer submitted his report holding six charges out of seven to be 
proved. 

6. The workman concerned examined himself as WW-01 to substantiate his case. However, no witness was 
produced from the side of the management. 

7. I have heard learned counsel for both the parties. 

8. During the course of argument learned counsel for the unions has relied on Anwarun Nisha Khatun v. State of 
Bihar and others, (2002) 6 SCC 703, Captain M. Paul Anthony v. Bharat Gold Mines Ltd. & Another, (1999) 3 
SCC 679, Bombay Forgings Ltd. v. Prem Singh K. Sonar & Others, 1999 (4) LLN 178, Veena Shamrao Kadke v. 
Presiding Officer, University & College Tribunal & Others, 2004 (4) LLN 249 to argue that non-payment of 
subsistence allowance causes prejudice to the defence of the concerned workman. He has further relied on D. Indroji 
Rao v Management of Chamundi Machine Tools Ltd. & Another, ILR 1999 Ker 1487 and Workmen represented 
by Brooke bond Employees (Sales Unit) & Others v. Eighth Industrial Tribunal & Others, 2002 (2) LLN 1060 for 
his argument that refusal to adjourn hearing of enquiry for non-payment of travelling allowance to witness of defence 
prejudices the case of the workman. 

9. Learned counsel for the management has contended that as per clause 27(e) of the Certified Standing Orders 
during suspension period the employee cannot leave the head quarters without permission of the company. As the 
workman concerned did not join at the place of his transfer, he is not entitled for subsistence allowance. It is submitted 
that sufficient opportunity was provided to the workman concerned to adduce defence evidence. The workman 
concerned participated in the proceedings and the Enquiry Officer complying with the principles of natural justice 
submitted his report that six charges out of seven were duly proved. 

10. For a valid enquiry the Hon'ble Apex Court in Sur Enamel & Stamping Works v. their workmen, reported in 
AIR 1963 SC 1914 has laid down following ingredients to be followed: 

(1) The employee proceeded against has been informed clearly of the charges leveled against him; 

(2) The witnesses are examined ordinarily in the presence of the employee in respect of the charges; 

(3) The employee is given fair opportunity to cross-examine witnesses; 

(4) The employee is given a fair opportunity to examine witnesses including himself in his defence, if he 

so wishes and 

(5) The Enquiry Officer record his findings with reasons for the same in his report. 

11. Now coming to the instant case, it is not disputed that the workman concerned was properly informed about the 
charges leveled against him and the witnesses of the management were also examined in his presence. Opportunity to 
cross-examine the management witness is also not denied. The only contention advanced by the learned counsel for the 
workman is that during suspension period, he was not provided with subsistence allowance which caused prejudice to 
him and also that his witnesses were not allowed to avail leave to attend enquiry proceeding and they were also not given 
travelling allowance to facilitate their participation in the proceeding. 

12. Non-payment of subsistence allowance to the workman by the company is not disputed. Now the question is 
whether non-payment of subsistence allowance prejudiced the defence of the workman concerned? The case law cited by 
the learned counsel for the workman in Bombay Forgings Ltd. v. Prem Singh K. Sonar (supra) lays down that non¬ 
payment of subsistence allowance prejudices the case of defence and vitiates the enquiry. The Hon’ble Bombay High 
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However, the matter is pending before the Hon’ble High Court and the order of the prescribed authority under the West 
Bengal Payment of Subsistence Allowance Act is not final. 

17. Next limb of the argument advanced by the learned counsel for the workman is his witnesses were not allowed 
to adduce evidence before the Enquiry Officer for want of leave and Travelling Allowance. In order to appreciate this 
argument of the learned counsel for the workman it is necessary to look into the enquiry proceedings. The order sheets 
dated 12 th October, 2001, 10 th December, 2001, 7 th January, 2002 and 8 th January, 2002 are relevant order sheets of 
enquiry. From perusal of order sheet dated 12 th October, 2001 it transpires that matter had been raised by the workman 
before the Enquiry Officer regarding non-payment of subsistence allowance and regarding deductions from T.A. Bill and 
advance for attending enquiry, but the Enquiry Officer refused to interfere or direct the company to pay amount of 
Travelling Allowance to the workman concerned. Again from the order sheet of enquiry dated 10 th December, 2001 it 
appears that the workman had requested the Enquiry Officer on 26 th November, 2001 to fix date after 15 th December, 
2001 as marriage of his niece was scheduled on 10 th December, 2001, but surprisingly the Enquiry Officer fixed the date 
of hearing on 10 th December, 2001 itself knowing that that was the date of marriage of his niece. This act of Enquiry 
Officer cannot be said to be inadvertent. Not only this, the Enquiry Officer gave last opportunity to the workman 
concerned fixing 7 th January, 2002 as the date of hearing. It also appears from the record that on 19 th November, 2001 a 
witness, Shri P.K. Bhadury moved an application to the Divisional Manager. Hindustan Antibiotics Ltd., Chennai for 
grant of necessary leave to attend the enquiry at Pune for giving evidence and also to provide him admissible TA, DA 
and necessary instruction. Another witness had also moved an application on 3 rd December, 2001 to the General 
Manager, Marketing, Hindustan Antibiotics Ltd., Pune for permission to attend enquiry on 7 th January, 2002 as requested 
by the workman concerned, but there appears no permission by the management and thrown in dustbin. The management 
instead of granting permission and advance to the witness a letter to the Presenting Officer to the effect that Rs.28000/= 
as advance for bringing witnesses in enquiry have been granted, but this intimation does not appear to have been sent to 
the witness and the sanction of advance was also given in a manner that the same may not be effective to attend enquiry 
on 7 th January, 2002. Order sheet dated 7 th January, 2002 itself speaks that the Presenting Officer himself received this 
intimation on 1 st of January, 2002. In such a short time it may not have been possible for a witness to come from Chennai 
to Pune to attend enquiry and when the workman concerned requested for adjournment of hearing of 7 th January, 2002 
the Enquiry Officer acting in haste fixed next day for hearing knowing that it would not be possible for a witness 
working at Chennai to come at Pune to participate in enquiry next day. The order sheet dated 8 th January, 2002 goes to 
show that when the workman concerned applied for adjournment and requested to fix next date of enquiry in February to 
enable him to bring his witnesses, the Enquiry Officer closed the defence evidence. This act of Enquiry Officer cannot be 
said to be fair in any manner and amounts to denial of principle of natural justice. Surprisingly the Enquiry Officer was 
not inclined to adjourn hearing for more than one day enabling the workman concerned to adduce evidence, but he was 
prepared to give more than 20 days for argument. When the workman concerned was not allowed to adduce evidence in 
his defence, there was nothing left for argument. 

18. In D. Indroji Rao v Management of Chamundi Machine Tools Ltd. (supra) the examination-in-chief and cross- 
examination of the management witness was concluded on 10 Ih March, 1995. On that day the defence representative 
requested for time to lead evidence of the delinquent and his witnesses on the ground that he was not in a position to 
concentrate to the enquiry proceeding in view of the heavy work in the company. However, the Enquiry Officer 
postponed the hearing to 21 st March, 1995. Again on 21 st March, 1995 defence representative sought time on the ground 
that he was not prepared with the case to lead evidence and need time for preparation. This request of defence 
representative was turned down by the Enquiry Officer saying that work inside the factory should not be handled to 
proceed with the enquiry. This attitude of the Enquiry Officer did not find favour of the Court. The Court was of the 
opinion that the delinquent employee was asking for a date beyond 31 st March, 1995 on the ground that he was hard 
pressed for time to concentrate with the enquiry proceeding. Hon’ble Karnataka High Court relying on State of Uttar 
Pradesh v. C.S. Sharma, AIR 1968 SC 158 observed as follows: 

“. The result of the refusal to adjourn the case has deprived the charge sheeted officer to defend himself 

of the serious accusations made in the charge memo. Therefore the procedure adopted by the Enquiry Officer is 
in violation of rules of natural justice and this unjustified refusal necessarily prejudice the case of the charge 
sheeted officer. ” 

19. In Ms. Shireen Dubah v. Air India Ltd. & Others, 2001 (1) LLN 693 request of delinquent employee to 
examine custom official and police official as defence witnesses were held to be wrongly denied on the ground that their 
evidence was not relevant. Hon’ble Bombay High Court held that the entire enquiry was vitiated for non-observance of 
principles of natural justice in not permitting the petitioner to examine custom officials and Inspector of Police whose 
evidence would not be entirely irrelevant in the facts and circumstances of the case. 

20. In workmen represented by Brooke bond Employees (supra) the Enquiry Officer refused to direct the company 
to bear the expenses of the workman for producing witnesses from Keonjhar in his defence though admittedly everything 
took place at Keonjhar and vital witnesses of the workmen were residence of Keonjhar. It was held by Hon'ble Calcutta 
High Court that the principles of natural justice was violated by the Enquiry Officer in conducting the departmental 
enquiry. It was observed - 

“25. In the present case , the enquiry officer refused to direct the respondent-company to bear the expenses 
of the workman for producing the witnesses from Keonjhar in his defence though , admittedly everything took 
place at Keonjhar and the vital witnesses for the workman were residents of Keonjhar and thereby the 
principles of natural justice were violated by the enquiry officer .” 
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21. Thus applying above legal principles to the facts of the present case, it is explicitly clear that the Enquiry 
Officer did not act fairly and violated the principles of natural justice by refusing to adjourn the case on 8 th January, 2002 
and closing the evidence of the workman concerned enabling him to bring his witnesses from Chennai to Pune for 
evidence. It was also not fair on the part of the Enquiry Officer to shut his eyes to the fact that some of the material 
witnesses were not granted leave to attend enquiry. It questions his impartiality. 

22. Learned counsel for the workman has also submitted that chargesheet was given to the workman concerned on 
6 th of June, 2000 and he was placed under suspension with the same order. The enquiry started from 13 th December, 
2000 and continued till 7 th January, 2002. The Enquiry Officer submitted his report to the disciplinary authority on 1 st 
February, 2002, but the disciplinary authority issued show cause notice to the workman in 2009. Thus the company 
deliberately kept the workman under suspension for a period of 7 years which itself shows that the officers of the 
company was biased against the workman concerned. There was no justification for delay in keeping the matter pending. 
In O.P. Gupta v. Union of India & others, AIR 1987 SC 2257 it has been observed that the natural justice demands 
conclusion of departmental proceeding with a reasonable diligence and within reasonable period of time. 

“. It is clear principle of natural justice that the delinquent officer when placed under suspension is 

entitled to represent that the departmental proceedings should be concluded with reasonable diligence and 
within a reasonable period of time. If such a principle is not to be recognized, it would imply that the executive 
is being vested with a total arbitrary and unfettered power of placing its officer under disability and distress 
for indefinite duration. ” 

23. Thus, in view of above discussion, I come to the conclusion that the enquiry was not in consonance with the 
principles of natural justice. Therefore, it is vitiated and held to be not valid, illegal and improper. 

24. As it has been laid down in Workmen of Firestone Tyre & Rubber Co. of India Ltd. v. The Management, 
1973-I-LLJ 278 (SC) that where the enquiry was not held validly, the employer has every right to adduce evidence 
before this Tribunal to prove the charges. 

25. In Shankar Chakraborty v. Britania Biscuit Co. Ltd., (1979) 3 SCC 371 a question arose when the domestic 
enquiry is held illegal and improper, whether the Labour Court or Tribunal is duty bound to afford an opportunity to the 
employer to lead evidence to prove the charge against the workman on merits before the Tribunal. The Hon'ble Apex 
Court relying on its previous decisions of Delhi Cloth & General Mills Co. v. Ludh Budh Singh, (1972) 1 SCC 595 and 
workmen of Firestone Tyre & Rubber Co. (supra) examined the question as to where dismissal is based on enquiry or no 
enquiry or illegal enquiry, how the Court should decide the legality of dismissal. 

26. Referring the principles laid down in Shankar Chakraborty case (supra) the Hon'ble Apex Court in M.L.Singh 
v. Punjab National Bank, 2018 LAB I.C. 4321 observed - 

“44. This Court while answering the aforesaid question held that it is for the employer to ask for such 
opportunity to lead evidence to prove the charge of misconduct and once such prayer is made in any form, i.e., 
orally or by application or in the pleading, the same cannot be denied to the employer. It has to be granted to 
enable him to prove the misconduct. This Court further held that no duty is cast upon the Court to offer such 
opportunity to the employer suo motu, if he does not ask for it. In other words, he has to ask for from the Court 
by any of the three modes mentioned above. ” 

27. In the present case there is no prayer by the company in any form, either oral or by any application or in the 
pleading asking for opportunity to lead evidence to prove the charge of misconduct. Hence no question of giving 
opportunity to the employer to lead evidence arises. Consequently dismissal of the workman concerned on the basis of 
invalid, illegal and improper enquiry cannot be sustained and liable to be quashed. Admittedly the workman Shri 
Dibyansu Biswas has attained the age of superannuation on 21 st March, 2011. He is not entitled for reinstatement. He is 
entitled only for back wages. 

28. The workman concerned in his statement of claim has pleaded that during the period of suspension he was not 
gainfully employed anywhere. This fact is also supported by affidavit filed by the workman. There is no rebuttal of this 
pleading. Therefore, the workman is entitled for back wages. However, it is admitted case of the workman that after his 
transfer from Calcutta to Hubli, he never joined his duty at transferred place. In these circumstances, the workman is 
entitled for 70% back wages. 

29. Award is passed accordingly. 


Dated, Kolkata, 

The 11 th January, 2019 

Justice RAVINDRA NATH MISHRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 14th February, 2019 

S.O. 384. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 107/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum-Labour Court-1, New 
Delhi, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the Managing Director, 
Delhi Metro Rail Corporation, New Delhi and Others, and their workmen which were received by the Central 
Government on 07.02.2019. 

[No. L-42012/75/2017-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT No.l: ROOM No.511, DWARKA COURT COMPLEX, SECTOR 10, DWARKA, DELHI - 110 075 

ID No.107/2018 


Shri Kanhiya S/o Shri Bhudhu, 

R/o Village & Post Office Jab, 

Tehsil Chata, District Mathura, 

Mathura - 281 403 .. .Workman 


Versus 

1. The Managing Director, 

M/s. PLN-9 Security Services Pvt. Ltd., 

Sun Tower, 2 nd Floor, Sukhrali, 

MG Road, Gurgaon, 

Haryana 122 001 

2. The Managing Director, 

Delhi Metro Rail Corporation, 

Metro Bhawan, Fire Brigade Lane, 

Barakhamba Road, 

New Delhi .. .Managements 


AWARD 

In the present case, a reference was received vide letter No.L-42012/75/2017-IR(DU) dated 29.01.2018 under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and Section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the Act) for 
adjudication of an industrial disputes, terms of which are as under: 

"Whether the services of the workman Shri Kanhiya S/o Bhudu have been terminated arbitrarily/illegaily and/or 
unjustifiably by the management of M/s PLN 9 Security Services Pvt. Ltd. from the establishment of DMRC 
Airport Metro Express Line and if so what relief is he entitled to and what directions are necessary in this 
respect?” 

2. In the reference order, the appropriate Government commanded the party/ies raising the dispute to file statement 
of claim, complete with relevant documents, list of reliance and witnesses with this Tribunal within 15 days of receipt of 
the reference order and to forward a copy of such statement of claim to the opposite parties involved in the dispute. 
Despite directions so given, Shri Kanhiya, the workman, opted not to file his claim statement with the Tribunal. 
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3. Further, on receipt of the above reference, notice was also sent to the workman as well as the management. 
Neither the postal article, referred above, was received back undelivered nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal 
services remained affected during the period, referred above. Therefore, every presumption lies in favour of the fact that 
the above notice was served upon the workman. Despite service of the notice, the workman opted to abstain from the 
proceedings. No claim statement was filed on his behalf. Thus, it is clear that the workman is not interested in 
adjudication of the reference on merits. 

4. Since the workman has neither put in his appearance nor has he led any evidence so as to prove his cause 
against the management, as such, this Tribunal is left with no choice, except to pass a ‘No Dispute/Claim' award. 
However, it will not debar Shri Kanhiya, the workman from seeking relief afresh as there is no adjudication of the 
reference on merits. An award is, accordingly, passed. Let this award be sent to the appropriate Government, as 
required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for publication. 


Dated : February 1 , 2019 


A.C. DOGRA. Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 15th February, 2019 

S.O. 385. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 11/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court-1, 
Ahmedabad, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the General 
Manager, Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Surat (Gujarat) and Others, and their workmen which were received by the 
Central Government on 11.02.2019. 


[No. L-40011/24/2014-IR (DU)] 
RAIENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, Dated 24 th January, 2019 


Reference: (CGITA) No. 11/2015 


1. The General Manager, 

Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, 

Department of Telecom, Varacha Road, 

Surat (Gujarat) - 395006 

2. The Sub-Divisional Engineer EUM, 

Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, 

Textile Market Exchange, 

Surat (Gujarat) - 395003 

3. The Divisional Engineer Telecom, 

Indian Post & Telegraphs Department, 

Surat (Gujarat) - 395003 .. .First Parties 
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V/s 

The General Secretary, 

Akhil Bhartiya Karmachari Mahasangh, 

28/B, Narayan Park, Behind Chandkheda Railway Station, 

Sabarmati, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 382470 ...Second Party 

For the First Parties : Shri N.K. Trivedi 

For the Second Party : Shri R.S. Sisodiya (Union's Representative) 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-40011/24/2014—IR(DU) 
dated 04.02.2015 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of the 
matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the General Manager, Department of Telecom/Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Surat to 
terminate the service of Shri Mahavir Singh S. Yadav and Ramshankar Rampravesh Singh, is justified? If not, 
then what relief Shri Mahavir Singh S. Yadav and Ramshankar Rampravesh Singh, workmen are entitled to?” 

1. The reference dates back to 04.02.2015 and received on 13.02.2015 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, 
New Delhi for adjudication and passing the award. 

2. After issuing of notice to the parties, the second party submitted the statement of claim Ex. 5 on 13.05.2016 and 
the first party submitted the written statement Ex. 7 on 23.06.2016 along with vakalatpatra Ex. 6 of Shri N.K. Trivedi on 
the same day. 

3. On 01.12.2017, Shri R.S. Sisodiya, The General Secretary, Akhil Bhartiya Karmachari Mahasangh, 28/B, 
Narayan Park, Behind Chandkheda Railway Station. Sabarmati, Ahmedabad, has stated in writing that the workman 
Ramshankar Rampravesh Singh is not contesting the reference. 

4. The second party workman has alleged in his statement of claim Ex. 5 that the workman named Mahavir Singh 

5. Yadav son of Siyaram Yadav has been working on the post of Group D under the sub-ordination of Assistant 
Engineer, Udhna/Surat and he was terminated on 31.12.1989. He was terminated from service without giving notice and 
paying notice pay despite the fact that there was no complaint of any misconduct against him and workmen junior to him 
were retained and regularised by the first party Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, hereinafter referred to as “BSNL”. He 
requested the administration of the first party BSNL for several times orally and by way of written representation in 
violation of Section 25 F, G and H of the Industrial Disputes Act but to no result. Same averments were also made 
regarding Ramshankar Rampravesh Singh which was later not pressed by the second party union. Thus the second party 
union has prayed for reinstatement of service of the workman and any other relief if the Tribunal may deem fit. 

5. The first party Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited submitted the written statement Ex. 7 denying the averments 
made in the statement of claim submitting that the workman Mahavir Singh S. Yadav was engaged as causal labour on 
need basis as and when required in August, 1985 till December, 1989. He has not completed 240 days in any of the 
calendar year during his tenure of engagement. It is wrong to say that he was terminated. The truth is that he left the job 
on his own accord. The workman Mahavir Singh S. Yadav never completed 240 days in any calendar year and left the 
job at his own accord, therefore, no question arises regarding issue of legal notice and paying notice pay. Similar 
submissions are also made regarding Ramshankar Rampravesh Singh. Thus the reference has no force, hence liable to be 
dismissed and the prayers made by the workman are also fit to be rejected. 

6. On the basis of the pleadings, the following issues arise: 

i. Whether the action of the General Manager, Department of Telecom/Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, 
Surat to terminate the service of Shri Mahavir Singh S. Yadav and Ramshankar Rampravesh Singh, is 
justified? 

ii. To what relief, if any, the concerned workman is entitled? 

7. Issue No. i and ii: As both the issues are interrelated, therefore, are decided together. The burden of proof of 
these issues lies on the second party workman Mahavir Singh S. Yadav who submitted his affidavit Ex. 8 reiterating the 
averments made in the statement of claim and he has stated in his cross-examination that he was engaged as daily wager 
from 01.08.1985 to 31.12.1989 by the first party BSNL. He was not given any appointment letter regarding engagement. 
He used to work in the BSNL for whole year except holidays. He is suffering with cataract in his eyes. He also sent the 
medical certificate to the officers of BSNL which the officers refuse to take. It is wrong to say that he left the job 
voluntarily. He was not given any notice or notice pay. Since retrenchment, he has been doing work as Agricultural 
Labour and earning Rs.6000/- per annum. He is having 7 family members including 2 daughters. He has submitted 
medical certificate dated 01.02.1987 regarding paralysis, hypertension, acidity and gastric ailment etc. 


8. The first party submitted the affidavit Ex. 10 of one Lalit D. Lakinwala, Assistant General Manager, Legal Cell, 
BSNL reiterating the averments made in the written statement. He has also stated that one casual labour Satyendrakumar 
Tiwari got a relief in the similar matter from C.G.I.T., Ahmedabad on 28.02.2011 which was set aside by the Gujarat 
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High Court in Special Civil Application No. 13451 of 2012. In his cross-examination, he has stated that this workman 
was not terminated. The truth is that he left the job on his own accord. He never worked for 240 days in any calendar 
year. He worked for 91 days in the year 1985, 127 days in the year 1986, 26 days in the year 1987, 137 days in the year 
1988 and 287 days in the year 1989. The document Ex. 11/1 is the copy of the muster roll issued by the first party BSNL. 
After seeing it, the witness stated that the workman did not work for 251 days in the year 1988. He never moved any 
application for regularisation. 

9. I heard and considered the oral and written arguments of both the parties. The second party union has argued 
that the workman worked for more than 240 days; therefore, the workman was entitled for the benefit provided under 
Section 25 of the Industrial Disputes Act. The first party did not maintain the seniority list of the workman and also not 
followed the principle of ‘last cum first go’ while retrenching this workman. Thus this was violation of Section 25 F, G 
and H of the Industrial Disputes Act as the first party has admitted that the workman Mahavir Singh S. Yadav completed 
240 days in the preceding year of the date of termination. Similarly, the procedure stipulated in Section 25 H of the 
Industrial Disputes Act is also not followed while re-employing the workman which resulted into miscarriage of justice. 
The learned counsel for the second party workman has referred the judgement of the apex court in Harinandan Prasad 
V/s Employer I/R Management of FCI, AIR 2015 SC 1848 wherein it has been held as under: 

“34. On harmonious reading of the two judgements discussed in detail above, we are of the opinion that when 
there are posts available, in the absence of any unfair labour practice the Labour Court would not give direction 
for regularisation only because a worker has continued as daily wage worker/ad-hoc/temporary worker for 
number of years. Further, if there are no posts available, such a direction for regularisation would be 
impermissible. In the aforesaid circumstances giving of direction to regularise such a person, only on the basis 
of number of years put in by such a worker as daily wager etc. may amount to back door entry into the service 
which is an anathema to Article 14 of the Constitution of India. Further such a direction would not be given 
when the concerned worker does not meet the eligibility requirement of the post in question as per the 
Recruitment Rules. However, wherever it is found that similarly situated workmen are regularised by the 
employer itself under some scheme or otherwise and the workmen in question who have approached 
Industrial/Labour Court are at par with them, direction of regularisation in such cases may be legally justified, 
otherwise, non-regularisation of the left over workers itself would amount t invidious discrimination qua them 
in such cases and would be violative of Article 14 of the Constitution of India. Thus the Industrial adjudicator 
would be achieving the equality by upholding Article 14 of the Constitution of India, rather than violating this 
constitutional provision.” 

10. The first party also submitted the written arguments reiterating the facts narrated in the written statement and 
denied that the workman has ever worked for 240 days in any year of engagement. He has also submitted that the second 
party workman never submitted the medical certificates showing in Ex. 9/1 to BSNL. He has also submitted that the 
reference has been made after 26 years of retrenchment and has not explained the delay. 

11. It is a settled law that delayed reference that to after 8 years are not maintainable as held in State of Maharashtra 
V/s. Dattatraya Digamber Virajdar, 2007 LLR 1132 SC. The present reference has been made after 26 years and no 
explanation has been given regarding such a long delay. Secondly, the second party workman has himself admitted by 
papers Ex. 9/1 to 9/3 that he was suffering with paralysis, hypertension, acidity and gastric ailment in the year 1987. 
Thirdly, he has not produced and proved any evidence that he worked for 240 days in the preceding year of 
retrenchment. He has also not moved any application in the Tribunal requesting to ask the first party BSNL to produce 
the muster roll of the workman. The workman has also not proved as to who the workmen junior to present workman 
were re-engaged or re-employed. Thus in the light of the aforesaid reasons, the reference is not maintainable and liable to 
be dismissed. 

12. Thus the reference is dismissed as not maintainable in the light of the reasons made above. 

13. The award is passed accordingly. 

P.K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 15th February, 2019 

S.O. 386. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 620/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court-1, 
Ahmedabad, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the District 
Engineer Telephones, Indian Post and Telegraph Department, Jamnagar (Gujarat) and Others, and their workmen which 
were received by the Central Government on 11.02.19. 

[No. L-40012/183/1993-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad. Dated 21 st January, 2019 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 620/2004 


1. The District Engineer Telegraphs, 

Indian Post and Telegraphs Department, 

Jamnagar (Gujarat) 

2. The Sub-Divisional Officer (Phones), 

Indian Post and Telegraphs Department, 

Jamnagar (Gujarat) ... First Parties 

V/s 

The President, 

Saurashtra Employees Union, 

Umesh Commercial Complex, 213-214, 2 nd Floor, 

Near Chaudhary High School, 

Rajkot (Gujarat) - 360001 ...Second Party 

For the First Parties : Shri B.D. Thakkar 

For the Second Party : Shri B.B. Gogia 


AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-40012/183/93-IR(DU) 
dated 05.04.1995 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of the 
matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the management of Sub-Divisional Officer, Jamnagar in terminating the services of 
Shri Bhatti Yunus Abubhai, Ex-casual Labour is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the employee is 
entitled?” 

1. The reference dates back to 05.04.1995 and received on 12.05.1995 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, 
New Delhi for adjudication and passing the award. 

2. After issuing notice to both the parties, the second party submitted the statement of claim Ex. 2 on 04.07.1995 
and the first party submitted the written statement Ex. 6 on 07.08.1996. 

3. The workman was examined on 22.04.1998 and 13.02.2005 wherein he has reiterated the averments made in the 
statement of claim Ex. 2 but he has failed to establish that he worked for more than 240 days in any calendar year. 
Thereafter, the first party examined one Lakshmikant Hargovindbhai Mehta vide affidavit Ex. 19 but the second party 
workman did not appear to cross-examine the aforesaid first party witness. The first party advocate has also filed an 
application Ex. 20 enclosed with the death certificate of the workman indicating that the workman died on 26.09.2018. 
None has been responding since last several dates on behalf of the second party workman. No legal heir has moved any 
application for their substitution as legal heir of the workman in the reference. 

4. Thus the reference is disposed of as abate. 


P.K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 15th February, 2019 

S.O. 387. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 921/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum-Labour-Court-1, 
Ahmedabad, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the General 
Manager, Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Vallabhnagar Nadiad and Others, and their workmen which were received by 
the Central Government on 11.02.19. 


[No. L-40012/274/2002-IR (DU)] 
RAIENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, Dated 29 lh January, 2019 


Reference: (CGITA) No. 921/2004 


1. The General Manager, 

Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, 

Vallabhnagar Telephone Exchange Building. Pij Road, 

Nadiad (Gujarat) 

2. The Sub-Divisional Officer - Telegraphs, 

Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, 

Borsad Telephone Exchange, 

Borsad (Kheda) 

3. The Chief General Manager - Telecom Department, 

Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Khanpur, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) ... First Parties 

V/s 

The Org. Secretary, 

The Association of Railway and Post Employees, 

15, Shashi Apartment, Near Anjalee Cinema, Vasna Road, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) -380007 ...Second Party 

For the First Parties : Shri N.K. Trivedi 

For the Second Party : Shri R.C. Pathak 


AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-40012/274/2002- 
IR(DU) dated 17.04.2003 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect 
of the matter specified in the Schedule: 
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SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of management of General Manager, Nadiad Telecom District, Bharat Sanchar Nigam 
Limited, Nadiad/SDOT, Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Borsad (Telecom Department) in 
terminating/discontinuing the services of Shri Firozkhan Samsherkhan Pathan without following due procedure 
under the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act is legal, proper and justified? If not, to what relief the 
concern workman is entitled to and since when?” 

1. The reference dates back to 17.04.2003 and received on 05.06.2003 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, 
New Delhi for adjudication and passing the award. 

2. After issuing notice to the parties, the second party submitted the statement of claim Ex. 8 alleging that the first 
party BSNL, hereinafter referred to as "BSNL” is an ‘Industry' within the meaning of Section 2 (j) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. BSNL engaged the workman Firozkhan Samsherkhan Pathan on 01.02.1985 as causal labour and worked 
till 01.10.1994 continuously. He was terminated on 01.10.1994 without following the due procedure of law and also 
without giving notice and paying notice pay violating the provisions of Section 25 F of the Industrial Disputes Act. The 
BSNL retained number of junior casual labours while terminating him and violated the provisions of Section 25 G of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. The BSNL did not prepared the seniority list of casual labours as provided in Rule 77 of the 
Industrial Disputes Central Rules. It is also alleged that after terminating his services, fresh recruitments were also made 
without giving him an opportunity of re-employment violation the provisions of Section 25 F and H of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. He has further alleged that he did work for more than 240 days in every year including the preceding 
12 months from the of termination that is 01.10.1994. He has further alleged that he has been um-employed since then 
and he and his family are starving for want of employment. 

3. The first party BSNL submitted the written statement Ex. 19 denying the averments made in the statement of 
claim submitting that the second party is not a workman and BSNL is also not Industry under the provision of Section 2 
(s) and (j) of the Industrial Disputes Act. The workman Firozkhan Samsherkhan Pathan was engaged as casual labour on 
need basic on 01.04.1991 in Nadiad district and was terminated on 31.07.1994. He never worked for more than 240 days 
in any calendar year. He worked 196 days in the year 1985, 179 days in the year 1986, 178 days in the year 1987 in 
Valsad district. It is wrong to say that he worked in Nadiad district. He did not work in the year 1988 to 1990. It is 
further submitted that he was re-engaged in the year 1991 and worked for 178 days in the year 1991, 165 days in the year 
1992, 306 days in the year 1993 and 194 days in the year 1994 in Nadiad district. It is further submitted that after 
retrenchment of all the casual labours, the Labour Union requested the General Manager to reconsider the case, 
therefore, a committee was formed for civil absorption of casual labours which considered the case of all the casual 
labours but the second party workman was not fulfilling the criteria provided by the committee for absorption, therefore, 
he was retrenched after paying him retrenchment compensation of Rs.1203/- and notice pay of Rs.1770/-, thus total 
amount of Rs.2973/- which was sent to the workman by way of money order. It is wrong to say that the junior employees 
were retained and re-employed and notice and notice pay was not given to him. Thus there was no violation of Section 
25 F, G and H of the Industrial Disputes Act. It is also submitted that the practice of engaging casual labours has been 
stopped since long and after introducing the latest technology for laying cables, installing poles, digging trenches and 
extension of cable work is considerable reduced and all these works are taken by way of outsourcing contracts. It is also 
noteworthy that this workman approached the Central Administrative Tribunal by way of moving a petition choosing the 
wrong jurisdiction. It is further submitted that this reference has been referred after a period of 10 years, therefore, it is 
not maintainable as held in State of Maharashtra V/s Dattatrya Digamber Virajdar, 2009 LLR(l) SC 132. Therefore, the 
reference is not maintainable and liable to be dismissed. 

4. The second party workman submitted the documents vide list Ex. 9 which are admitted by the first party. The 
first party submitted the documents vide list Ex. 20 which are not admitted by the second party workman. 

5. On the basis of the pleadings, the following issues arise: 

i. Whether the action of management of General Manager, Nadiad Telecom District, Bharat Sanchar Nigam 
Limited, Nadiad/SDOT, Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Borsad (Telecom Department) in 
terminating/discontinuing the services of Shri Firozkhan Samsherkhan Pathan without following due 
procedure under the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act is legal, proper and justified? 

ii. To what relief, if any, the concerned workman is entitled? 

6. Issue No. I and II: As both the issues are interrelated, therefore, are decided together. The burden of proof of 
these issues lies on the second party workman who submitted the affidavit Ex. 22 reiterating the averments made in the 
statement of claim. In his cross-examination, he has admitted that he did not apply for job and was also not given any 
appointment letter but he used to do work as casual labour from February, 1985 to 1988 in the District Valsad of BSNL 
and he did not work anywhere in BSNL from 1989 to 1991. He has also admitted that thereafter, he was re-engaged in 
the year 1991 and worked for 178 days, 165 days in the year 1992, 306 days in the year 1993 and 194 days in the year 
1994 in Nadiad district but he never received any money order for Rs.2973/- as said above in the written statement. 

7. The first party BSNL submitted the affidavit Ex.26 of one Chandragouda Laxmangouda Patil, Assistant General 
Manager, (Administration and Legal), BSNL, reiterating the averments made in the written statement. However the Para 
6 of the affidavit states as under: “The second party was engaged for the work which was not permanent nature. Due to 
change in advance technology the work like erecting of pole, installation of open wire lines etc. reduced day by day. 
Also it was directed by Assistant Director, N. Delhi vide letter dated 17.12.1993 that the services of all the casual 
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mazdoors who have not rendered at least 240 days of service in a year should be terminated after following the condition 
of the Industrial Disputes Act. Here the second party has not worked continuously for 240 days in a year. It was also 
directed that all those casual mazdoors ho were engaged during the period from 31.03.1985 to 22.06.1988 and who were 
still continuing for such work where they were initially engaged and who are not absent for more than 365 days be 
brought under scheme of temporary status. Hence the second party was not fulfilling the criteria mentioned above. Hence 
he was terminated by paying one month’s notice pay Rs. 1770/- and retrenchment compensation of Rs.1203/-, hence total 
Rs.2973/- was paid to the second party by money order. The money order was made in bulk of fifty workmen and the 
amount of Rs. 138299/- was deposited with the Post Master Nadiad.” 

He was paid wages by way of vouchers. The tactics of engaging casual labours was stopped, therefore, no fresh casual 
labours was engaged after termination of this workman. He has not said anything to his examination-in-chief in his 
cross-examination. He has also admitted the genuineness of the documents filed by the second party workman vide list 
Ex. 9. 


8. I considered the oral and written arguments of both the parties. The BSNL is a Public Sector Undertaking and 
has its rules and regulations regarding recruitment and without following the procedure of recruitment prevailing in the 
BSNL, appointments shall be called as back door entry. The second party workman has referred Secretary State of 
Karnataka V/s Uma Devi, 2006 SC C (L&S) 753, wherein the apex court has held that absorption, regularisation, 
permanent continuance of temporary contractors, casuals, daily wagers or ad-hoc employees appointed or recruited and 
continuing them for a long time in public department de-hors the constitutional scheme of public employment. 


9. The second party workman has further referred Dipali Gundu Surwase V/s Kranti Junior Adhyapak Maha 
Mandal (D.Ed.) and others, 2013 (10) SCC 324 wherein the apex court has considered the question of back wages and it 
is declared that in case of illegal termination the normal relief is reinstatement with full back wages. Similar view has 
been taken by the apex court in the matter of Bhuvneshverkumar Dwivedi V/s M/s Hindalco Industries Ltd., 2014 (11) 
SCC-85. 

10. The second party further referred Raghubir Singh V/s Haryana Roadways, 2014 AIR SCW 5515, wherein the 
apex court has decided the question of legality of termination and relief for the same. It was a case of bus conductor. 
Allegation was for collecting fair and not depositing it. The workman was appointed in the year 1976. He was charged 
under Section 409 of IPC and a criminal case for misappropriation was launched. The workman was arrested on 
15.09.1994 and his services were terminated on 21.10.1994. The workman was bailout on 15.11.1994 and he reported for 
duty but the corporation has given verbal assurance for reinstatement after acquittal. The workman was acquitted on 
11.07.2002 and again he reported for joining his duty but the corporation said that his services stood terminated w.e.f. 
21.10.1994. Thereafter, an Industrial Dispute was raised and it was referred for adjudication to the Labour Court. The 
Labour Court has adjudicated the same and the award was passed. The termination was declared illegal and the 
corporation was directed to reinstate the workman with 60% back wages. Thereafter, the said award was challenged by 
the corporation and the High Court has remanded the case back to the Labour Court for fresh adjudication in the light of 
the applicability of the provision of Article 31 l(2)(b) of the Constitution of India. The Labour Court has rejected the 
reference in second round only on the ground of delay, saying that Industrial Dispute is time barred. The said award was 
challenged by the workman by way of filing petition in the High Court but the said petition was dismissed. The LPA was 
preferred by the workman and the same was also dismissed by the High Court. Thereafter, the said order was challenged 
by the workman in the Supreme Court. The Supreme Court has allowed the Special Leave Petition and the relief of 
reinstatement with back wages is granted with all consequential benefits. In the above referred circumstances, the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court has discussed several aspects and has passed the order. The Hon’ble Supreme Court has 
considered and discussed the judgement of Avon Services Production Agency (Pvt.) Ltd. V/s Industrial Tribunal, 
Haryana and Sapankumar Pandit V/s U.P. State Electricity Board (C) S.M. Nilanjkar V/s Telecom. 

11. The second party further argued upon the judgements of Machinon Machenzie and Co. Ltd. V/s Machinon 
Employees Union, AIR 2015 (SC) 1373 and Durgapur Casual Workers Union V/s Food Corporation of India and Ors., 
2015(1)LLJ 160 wherein the apex court has considered various judgements including the judgement in the case of Dipali 
Gundu Surwase and has granted the relief of reinstatement with full back wages and continuity of service. Thus once 
again it is declared that in case of illegal termination, the normal relief is reinstatement with full back wages and 
continuity of service. Therefore, the second party workman is entitled for the normal relief of reinstatement with full 
back wages, continuity and with all consequential benefits. 

12. The second party further argued upon the judgement of State Trading Corporation of India Ltd. V/s Sushila 
Premjibhai Majithia and Anr. Reported in GLR - XLI (4) 3412 wherein the apex court has held that when daily wager or 
casual labours have completed the services of 240 days then they are also entitled for protection under Section 25 F of 
the Industrial Disputes Act. The second party further argued upon the judgement of Medical Officer, Primary Health 
Centre, Surendranagar V/s Dashrathsinh Gajubha Zala reported in 2012 (5) GLR-4085 wherein the apex court has held 
that when violation under Section 25 H is proved then calculation of 240 days is not required. 

13. The second party further argued upon the judgements of D.K. Yadav V/s J.M.A. Industries Ltd., 1993 SCC (3) 
259, Rajasthan State Road Transport V/s Zakir Husain in Civil Appeal No. 5176/2005 arising out from S.L.P. (Civil) No. 
5798 of 2003 and the Manager V/s Pradiplumar, SCA No. 8588/2009, order dated 13.10.2010, it has been declared by 
the apex court that termination without enquiry is illegal. 
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14. From the perusal of oral and documentary evidence, it is admitted that the workman joined the service as casual 
worker on 01.02.1985 and worked till the year in 1987 in Valsad Telecom District with a detail of 196, 179 and 178 
working days in the year 1985, 1986 and 1987 respectively. Thereafter, he worked for 178, 165, 306 and 194 days in the 
year 1991, 1992, 1993 and 1994 respectively in Nadiad Telecom District. Thus it can be said that the workman worked 
for reasonable long tenure in Valsad and Nadiad Telecom District, despite the same the committee formed in pursuance 
of letter no. 298/V/179 dated 22.09.1995 did not shortlist this workman for regularisation and no reasons have been 
given by the committee in its report Ex. 20/1 as to why this workman was left out from regularisation and absorption and 
the witness examined by the first party namely Chandragouda Laxmangouda Patil did not explain the reasons in his 
cross-examination as to why this workman who have worked for 306 days in the year 1993 and more than 170 days in 
the remaining year, was left from regularisation and absorption but as the reference has been preferred by way of dispute 
after a period of 10 years and no reasons have been given by the workman regarding the delay, therefore, it would be 
appropriate to award a lump-sum amount of Rs. 100000/- (Rupees One Lac) as a final relief. Both the issues are decided 
accordingly. 

15. The first party is directed to pay a lump-sum amount of Rs. 100000/- (Rupees One Lac) as a final relief to the 
second party workman Firozkhan Samsherkhan Pathan within 30 days from the publication of this award. 

16. The award is passed accordingly. 


P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 


Hi fossft, 15 Wift, 2019 

HH.3ir. 388.— 3(14R]4< f%HTH 1947 (1947 HT 14) # STITT 17 % 3HJHTH TT HT+R 

iirnf, STFpRT, ’jff f^ff HHT fffHH H# f^rfr sffr 3^H rrt HH% 4441-0 % HH15 44)440 #7 44447)' % 

#H SEJHSr if 3f|4)R]+ f%HTH if VsfN HTTHT 3f|4Rl + srf^HTH ncf ssDT -4I4M4-1 , Hi % HHTT 

(HH^HWT 80/2016) WHHHRlH TTrff H7447 4H 15.02.2019 HT I 

[H. tth- 4201 1/230/2015-3TTi3TR (frf)] 

4rsff, HH 


New Delhi, the 15th February, 2019 

S.O. 388. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 80/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum-Labour-Court-1, New 
Delhi, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the Commissioner, East 
Municipal Corporation of Delhi, New Delhi and Others, and their workmen which were received by the Central 
Government on 15.02.19. 

[No. L-42011/230/2015-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI AVTAR CHAND DOGRA : PRESIDING OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT No.l.: NEW DELHI 

ID No. 80/2016 

S/Shri Rohtas and Shri Surender Singh, 

Represented by MCD General Mazdoor Union (Regd.), 

C/o. room No.95, Barrack No. 1/10 Jam Nagar House, 

Shahjahan Road, 

New Delhi 110011. ...Workmen/Claiments 


Versus 

The Commissioner (East), 

East Delhi Municipal Corporation, 

Udyog Sadan, Plot No.419, 

Near Patparganj Industrial Area, 

Shahdara, 

Delhi 110032. 


.. .Management/Respondnt 
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AWARD 

This Award shall decide a reference which was made to this Tribunal by the Appropriate Government vide its letter 
No.L-42011/230/2015/IR(DU) dated 9/2/2016 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the Act) for adjudication of an industrial dispute, terms of which are as under:- 

‘Whether Shri Rohtas s/o. Prern Raj and Shri Surender Singh s/o.Tilak Ram are entitled to be regularized w.e.f. 
1/4/1988 as per the policy of the management and/or from the date of their junior s has been regularized 
w.e.f.l.04.1988 on the post of Mali revised from time to time with all consequential benefits ? If so, what 
directions are necessary in this respect?’ 

2. Both parties were put to notice and workmen/claimants Rohtas & Surender Singh filed joint statement of claim, 
with the averments inter alia that though initially they were engaged as Mali on muster roll basis in June, 1981 and 
October, 1981 respectively, however they were regularized w.e.f. 1 st April, 1995 which is against the policy of the 
Management because as per the said policy, the workmen appointed between 1/4/1980 to 31/3/1985 are entitled to be 
regularized as Mali w.e.f.1/4/1988 in the regular pay scale. Even officials junior to the claimants namely Mam Chand 
s/o. Har Charn who was initially engaged on muster roll w.e.f. 4/3/1985, was regularized on 1/4/1990. The 
Management can not discriminate its own policy to deny the lawful rights for grant of regular status and equal pay for 
equal work. The claimants have filed on record copy of failure report of conciliation proceedings as well as espousal of 
dispute& certificate regarding registration &recognition of the Union. Prayer has been made to pass award 
regularization of service of the workmen/claimants w.e.f.1/4/1988 as per policy of the Management on the post of Mali 
alongwith all consequential benefits. 

3. The claim of the Workmen/claimants has been resisted by the Management who filed its written statement and 
took preliminary objections that the workman were never on the initial employment on muster roll as Mali from June, 
1981 and October, 1981 respectively. No proof of muster roll has been filed by the workmen and therefore their version 
that they joined the services of Management in the year 1981 can not be believed. It is alleged that regularization of the 
claimants have been done exactly as per the rules & regulations. Prayer has been made for dismissal of the claim 
petition. 

4 Vide order dated 20/12/2016 following issues were framed by my learned Predecessor 

(i) Whether the claimant was not in the employment of the management from June, 1981 as alleged ? 

(ii) In terms of reference ? 

(iii) Relief. 

5. The Claimant in support of their case examined themselves as WW1 and WW2 who tendered their respective 
affidavits Ex.WW 1/A & Ex.WW2/A and relied on the documents Ex.WW 1/1 to Ex.WW 1/2. 

6. On the other hand, the Management examined one Shri Vijay Pal Sharma, Assistant Director (Horticulture) as 
MW1 who filed his affidavit Ex.MWl/A and relied on the documents Ex.MWl/1 to Ex.MWl/2. 

7. I have heard Shri B.K. Prasad, A/R for the workman and Shri Anil Mishra, A/R for the Management and have 
also gone through the records carefully and my findings are as follows. 

Issue No.l and 2 : 

8. These issues being co-related are taken up together and can be disposed of by a common discussion. 

9. Contention of the management is that the claimants were not in the employment of the Management from 
June/October, 1981 and that the regularization of the workmen/claimants w.e.f. 1 st April, 1995 have been done exactly 
as per the rules & regulations. Although Shri Vijay Pal Sharma MW1 has filed on record copies of the service book/s of 
the claimants herein as Ex.MWl/3 and Ex.MWl/4 to stress that the claimants were employed as Mali from 1 st April, 
1995, however this witness admitted in his cross examination that document Ex.WWl/1 filed on record by the claimants 
is not fake. Office order dated 11/4/1983 (Ex.WWl/1) has been issued by the Management itself and the names of the 
claimants herein namely Rohtas and Surender find mentioned at SI.No. 12 and 24 respectively, showing initial dates of 
their engagement as June, 1981 and February, 1982 - may be on muster roll basis. It is common knowledge that service 
book is prepared when an official is appointed on permanent/regular basis. In the face of document Ex.WWl/1, the 
contention of the Management that the claimants were employed only on 1/4/1995 as reflected in Ex.MWl/3 and 
Ex.MWl/4 is not sustainable and it is to be held that the claimants Rohtas and Surender were initially engaged on muster 
roll basis in June 1981 and February, 1982 respectively. 

10. It is not in dispute that the claimants/workmen are still in the employment of Management and relationship of 
employer-employee between the Management and claimant stands established. It is also not in dispute that the claimants 
have been regularized to the post of Mali w.e.f. 1/4/1995, Now the question arises for consideration is whether the 
claimants were/are entitled to be regularized w.e.f. 1/4/1988 on the post of Mali or not. 

11. It is fairly settled that there is no fundamental right of those workers who have been employed as daily wager or 
temporarily or on contractual/muster roll basis to claim that they have a right to be absorbed in service. Even such 
workers even serving for a long number of years will not become entitled to claim regularization if he/she is not working 
against a sanctioned post and that the Industrial Tribunal should not give direction/s for regularization only because a 
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worker has continued as daily wage worker/adhoc/temporary worker for number of year unless there is policy/scheme of 
the Management. 

12. Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Hari Nandan Prasad and another Vs. Food Corporation of India 

2014) 7 Supreme Court cases 190 observed as under 

“... We are of the opinion that when there are posts available, in the absence of any unfair labour practice, the 
Labour Court would not give direction for regularization only because a worker has continued as daily wage 
worker/adhoc/temporary worker for number of year. Further, if there are no posts available, such a direction for 
regularization would be impressible. In the abovesaid circumstances, giving of direction to regularise a person, 
only on the basis of number of years put in by such a worker as daily wager., may amount to backdoor entry 
into the service which is an anathema to Article 14 of the Constitution. Further such a direction would not be 
given when the concerned worker does not meet the eligibility requirement of the post in question as per the 
Recruitment Rules. However, wherever it is found that similarly situated workmen are regularized by the 
employer itself under some scheme or otherwise and the workmen in question who have approached 
Industrial/Labour Court are at part with them, direction of regularization in such cases may be legally 
justified, otherwise non regularization of the left over workers itself would amount to invidious 
discrimination qua them in such cases and would be violative of Article 14 of the Constitution. Thus, the 
Industrial adjudicator would be achieving the equality of upholding Article 14 rather than violating this 
constitutional provision.” 

From the above ruling, it is clear that ordinarily the Labour Court/Industrial Adjudicator should not issue direction for 
regularization of the workman engaged/working on casual/daily wage basis irrespective of his length of service unless 
there is a Scheme/policy of the Management & similarly situated workmen have been regularized by the 
employer/Management under the said policy/Scheme and benefit of such scheme/policy has been declined to the 
other. 

13. It is evident from the document Ex.WWl/2 that the Management has already evolved a scheme/policy decision 
to regularize the muster roll workers and it provides that the muster roll workers engaged upto 31 st March, 1982 in 
Horticulture Department may be regularized in the first instance w.e.f. 1/4/1988 in the category of Malies/Beldar in the 
pay-scale of Rs.750-940 (pre-revised). As discussed above, the claimants on the basis of office order of the Management 
Ex.WWl/1 have proved on record that they were initially engaged on muster roll basis in June 1981 and February, 1982 
respectively. That is to say that they were engaged on muster roll basis prior to 31 st March, 1982 - which is the cut off 
date for regularization in the first instance w.e.f. 1/4/1988 as per office order/policy Ex,WWl/l issued by the 
Management and they were eligible for regularization w.e.f. 1/4/1988. However, the claimants/workmen herein have 
been regularized w.e.f. 1.4.1995. It is pertinent to mention here that as per averments made in para 4 of the claim 
petition. Mam Chand s/o. Har Charan and Hem Chand s/o. Tej Pal having been engaged on daily wage Malis/Beldar on 
4/3/1985 and 12/5/1980 were regularized on 1/4/1990 and 1/4/1988 respectively, though they were juniors to the 
claimants/workmen. In reply thereto, the Management in its written statement while stating that it is a matter of record, 
has stated that the workmen as mentioned in para 4 were junior to Shri Rohtash and Shri Surender Singh as alleged. The 
Management has not given any justification why the officials junior to the claimants Rohtash and Surender Singh were 
regularized prior to them and why the claimants Rohtash and Surender Singh were considered for regularization when 
the officials junior to them were regularized. Since it stands proved on record that the officials juniors to the 
workmen/claimants herein have been regularized in service much prior to the date of regularization of the 
workmen/claimants, it is a case of discrimination. It will be worthwhile to refer to the decision of Hon’ble Supreme 
Court in the case of Bal Kishan Vs. Delhi Administration and another (1990) I LLJ 61 . wherein their lordships 
observed as under :- 

“In service, there could be only one norm for confirmation or promotion of persons belonging to the same 
cadre. No junior shall be confirmed or promoted without considering the case of his senior. Any deviation 
from this principle will have demoralizing effect in service apart from being contrary to Article 16(1) of the 
Constitution.” 


14. Hon’ble the Apex Court in the case of State of Punjab and others Vs. Jagiit Singh and others. 
2017Lab.L.C. 427 while upholding the principle of “equal pay for equal work” even for temporary employees observed 
as under :- 

"The principle of "equal pay for equal work” can be extended to temporary employees (differently described as 
work-charged, daily wage, casual, ad-hoc, contractual and the like). It is fallacious to determine artificial 
parameters to deny fruits of labour. An employee engaged for the same work, can not be paid less than another, 
who performs the same duties and responsibilities. Certainly not, in a welfare State. Such an action besides 
being demeaning, strikes at the very foundation of human dignity. Any one, who is compelled to work at a 
lesser wage, does not do so voluntarily. He does so, to provide food and shelter to his family, at the cost of his 
self respect and dignity, at the cost of his self worth, and at the cost of his integrity. For he knows, that his 
dependents would suffer immensely, if he does not accept the lesser wage. Any act, of paying less wages, as 
compared to others similarly situate, constitutes an act of exploitative enslavement, emerging out of a 
domineering position. Undoubtedly, the action is oppressive, suppressive and coercive, as it compels 
involuntary subjugation. ” 
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15. As a sequel to the aforesaid discussion, this Tribunal is of the considered opinion that action of the Management 
in not regularizing the workmen Shri Rohtas and Shri Surender Singh on the basis of its policy/scheme Ex.WW 1/1 w.e.f. 
1/4/1988 is unjustified and illegal and it is held that the workmen were/are entitled to be regularized to the post of Mali 
w.e.f. 1/4/1988 instead from 1/4/1995. Both these issues are decided accordingly in favour of the claimants and against 
the Management. 

Relief 


In view of my aforesaid findings, the Management is directed to regularize the workmen/claimants herein to the 
post of Mali/Beldar with effect from 01/04/1988 and they shall be placed & granted in the pay-scale of Rs.750-940/- and 
be given all benefits of service w.e.f. 01/04/1988. Management shall make appropriate orders in this regard within a 
period of four weeks from publication of this Award. The Award is passed accordingly. 

Date : 07.02.2019 


AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, Presiding Officer 


43 15 434ft, 2019 
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New Delhi, the 15th February, 2019 

S.O. 389.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 180/2012) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum-Labour-Court-1, 
New Delhi, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the Registrar. IIT 
Roorkee, and Others, and their workmen which were received by the Central Government on 15.01.2019. 

[No. L-42011/94/2012-IR (DU)] 

RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI AVTAR CHAND DOGRA : PRESIDING OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT No.l.: NEW DELHI 

ID No. 180/2012 


Shri Surendra Kumar, 

(The General Secretary), 

IIT Roorkee Karamchari Union, 

IIT Roorkee .. .Workman/Claimant 

Versus 

The Registrar, 

IIT Roorkee 

IIT Roorkee .. .Management/ Respondent 

AWARD 

This Award shall decide a reference which was made to this Tribunal by the Appropriate Government vide its letter 
No.L-4201 l/94/2012-IR(DU) dated 12th November, 2012 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the Act) for adjudication of an industrial dispute, terms of which 
are as under:- 
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‘Whether action of management of IIT Roorkee in not regularizing the workman Shri Surender Kumar s/o. Dal 
Chand, Chowkidar, despite rendering service for more than 23 years continuously is justified ? If not, what 
relief the said workman is entitled to ?’ 

2. Both parties were put to notice and workman Surendra Kumar filed his statement of claim, with the averments 
that he was inducted into the service of erstwhile University of Roorkee (later on converted into IIT Roorkee) as Helper 
(Gatekeeper) on muster roll basis w.e.f. July, 1991 and continues to work in the same capacity since then. He requested 
the Management for his regularization many a times but to no avail. It is pleaded that the Management IIT Roorkee 
chalked out a plan under the Scheme of Y-Pool workers for the consistent absorption/regularization of such 
workmen/employees whose names were included in the Y-Pool for which the applicant was not taken into confidence. 
Though some of the workmen who were not included in the Y-Pool list have been absorbed but the claimant has been 
deprived of his legitimate right of being placed on regular pay scale. The claimant approached the Management several 
times for grant of such benefits but to no avail. He has prayed that order be passed (a) for upgradation of the claimant as 
per career development policy for the category to which he belongs with effect from the date he becomes entitled to his 
promotion; (b) for payment of arrears arising out of his regularization in the different regular pay scales and (c) for 
extension of all amenities & facilities such as residential accommodation allowance, medical, transport etc. for which the 
claimant becomes entitled consequent to his regularization and up-gradation in the regular pay scales. 

3. The claim of the Workman has been resisted by the Management who filed its written statement wherein it has 
been alleged that the claimant was one of those casual daily wage workers whose services were engaged by the erstwhile 
University of the Management as unskilled daily wager on 1/7/1991. Consequent upon agitation of such casual daily 
wage workers in the year 1993, a broad Memorandum of Understanding dated 22/11/1993 and 20/2/1996 was reduced 
into writing in the presence of Civil Administration inter-alia on the terms that the such daily wage workers would be 
considered for appointment against vacant posts according to their qualifications and on the basis of their seniority & 
performance/merit as per recruitment rules, regulations and guidelines. Advertisement from time to time including those 
dated 24/10/94, 21/11/94, 26/7/95, 13/6/95, 27/8/96 and 27/3/97 for regular vacancies were issued and applications were 
called from Y-Pool workers and accordingly 211 persons out of total 361 workers of Y-Pool were recruited/selected 
against the regular posts on the basis of their merit/qualifications and experience. The claimant had also applied for the 
post of Library Attendant as well as for Worker Grade-C in Mechanical Engg. Department of the respondent department, 
he was called for interview but was not shortlisted by the Screening Committee for want of requisite minimum 
qualification and experience in the relevant field. There was no automatic right for absorption or fresh appointment with 
respect to all the daily wage or contract workers. Though efforts on the part of Government to reduce the workers' 
strength was going on but the Management with the sole intention to accommodation Y-Pool workers placed an agenda 
in the year 2004 before the Finance Committee and Board of Governors for absorption/regularization of the rest of these 

Y Pool workers but the same was not accepted by the said Committee/Board. It is alleged that the Management is 
providing all the facilities viz. EPF, Pension, Gratuity, accommodation, revision of fixed wages, hospital facilities to the 

Y pool workers including the claimant. The engagement of the claimant was purely on casual, intermittent and 
temporary basis and in exigencies of work which was extended from time to time, the claim of the claimant for 
regularization of his services is ill founded and unjustified. Prayer has been made for dismissal of the claim petition. 

4. Vide order dated 05/06/2013 my learned Predecessor observed that no specific issue except those referred by 
the Government for adjudication arises from the pleadings of the parties and as such parties were called upon to adduce 
their evidence. 

5. The Claimant in support of his case examined himself as WW1 who tendered his affidavits Ex.WWl/A and 
relied on the documents Ex.WW 1/1 and Ex.WW 1/2. In cross examination he stated that he is inter pass and was engaged 
as Helper/Watchman without any advertisement. He also admitted about formulation of Y pool list by the Management; 
conducting of test/interviews for the posts exclusively for the 361 Nos. of workers in the Y pool list and that the 
Management had recruited/regularized 211 such workers in the Y pool List. He also admitted that for different posts, 
minimum qualifications have been prescribed and that against the advertised post, he had also applied for the post of 
Library Attendant and he was interviewed. He showed his ignorance that the Govt, of Uttar Pradesh imposed a ban on 
recruitment of non teaching staff vide orders dated 3/11/97 and 9/12/97. He also admitted that all eligible 
claimants/workmen whose names were there in the Y Pool list were given an opportunity to participate in the selection 
process for their absorption. 

6. On the other hand, the Management examined one Shri Surendra Kumar Saini, Deputy Registrar (Legal) as 
MW1 who filed his affidavit Ex.MWl/A and relied on the documents Ex.MWl/1 to Ex.MWl/20. In cross examination 
he stated that category D posts have been abolished since 2006 and workmen/officials working in category-D are now 
termed as Multi Tasking Staff who are getting initial scale. While producing the regulations regarding the creation and 
pay-scale of different posts as Ex.MWl/W-5, he admitted that the posts created by Syndicate (Executive Body of 
Roorkee University) are in the pay scale approved by the State Government applicable at that time. He admitted that 
Management had created a single Y pool List but could not say whether at that time illiterate persons were regularized as 
Maali from the list of Y pool. He also admitted that Shri Bal Chand (mentioned at S1.N.21) of list Ex.MW 1/4 also being 
an illiterate was appointed as Safai Karamchari. Similarly incumbent at Sl.No.57, No.31 (Mahipal) and at Sl.No.80 
(Tara Chand) in the said List all illiterate have been appointed as Safai Karamchari/Helper. He also admitted that the 
claimant/workman has worked for more than 240 days in a calendar year and is doing job regularly. 

7. I have heard Shri Amit Sharma, A/R for the workman and Shri Sanjay Rawat, A/R for the Management and 
have also gone through the records carefully and my findings are as follows. 
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Deputy Registrar (Legal) that the Management has appointed/regularized the services of various other workers who 
were/are similarly placed with the claimant on the issue of literacy, were named in the Y Pool list (Ex.MW 1/4). Shri Bal 
Chand (mentioned at S1.N.21), Mahipal (at Sl.No.31 and Tara Chand (at Sl.No.80) being all illiterate are few of them and 
they have been placed in the regular pay-scale. Perusal of the said list also shows that there are other workmen who are 
illiterate but have been regularized as group-D for the post of Helper, Sweeper, Mali etc and reference may be made to 
the workmen shown at Sl.No.44,48, 67, 82, 85 to 89, 108, 114, 117, 139, 190, 201 of the said list. They have been 
regularized & are being paid wages in the regular pay-scale. On the contrary, the claimant/workman who is inter pass is 
being paid wages at a fixed consolidated rate at the minimum of the scale and that is to say that the workman/claimant is 
being paid lesser pay than those who are similarly placed and are doing the same/equal work. 

13. Hon'ble the Apex Court in the case of State of Punjab and others Vs. Jagjit Singh and others, 
2017Lab.L.C. 427 while upholding the principle of “equal pay for equal work” even for temporary employees observed 
as under :- 

"The principle of "equal pay for equal work” can be extended to temporary employees (differently described as 
work-charged, daily wage, casual, adhoc, contractual and the like). It is fallacious to determine artificial 
parameters to deny fruits of labour. An employee engaged for the same work, can not be paid less than another, 
who performs the same duties and responsibilities. Certainly not, in a welfare State. Such an action besides 
being demeaning, strikes at the very foundation of human dignity. Any one, who is compelled to work at a 
lesser wage, does not do so voluntarily. He does so, to provide food and shelter to his family, at the cost of his 
self respect and dignity, at the cost of his self worth, and at the cost of his integrity. For he knows, that his 
dependents would suffer immensely, if he does not accept the lesser wage. Any act, of paying less wages, as 
compared to others similarly situate, constitutes an act of exploitative enslavement, emerging out of a 
domineering position. Undoubtedly, the action is oppressive, suppressive and coercive, as it compels 
involuntary subjugation. ” 

14. Having regard to the above, this Tribunal is of the considered opinion that action of the Management in not 
regularizing the workman Shri Keshwar Prasad, Helper (Mali) despite rendering service for more than 35 years 
continuously is unjustified and unwarranted. The workman /claimant is entitled to be regularized to the post of Mali. 

15. Now the question arises for consideration is as to from which date the workman/claimant is entitled to be given 
benefit of regularization. Neither in the statement of claim, the workman/claimant has pleaded that he had made any 
written representation or demand/legal letter to the Management for consideration of his demand of regularization, nor 
he has filed any such document on record. It is pertinent to mention here that on the controversy between the parties, 
the reference to this Tribunal was made by the Appropriate Government vide letter dated 12/11/2012. In these 
circumstances, this Tribunal is of the considered view that the workman/claimant is entitled to get benefit of 
regularization to the post of Helper in the regular pay-scale existing to the said post from 12/11/2012 with all 
consequential benefits viz. annual increment and other prevalent benefits/facilities like HRA, transport, medical facility 
etc. 

Relief 


In view of my aforesaid findings, the Management is directed to regularize the workman/claimant to the post of 
Helper (Mali) w.e.f. 12/11/2012 in the regular pay-scale of Helper (Watchman/Gatekeeper), with all consequential 
benefits and arrears of the same be also paid to him. The Award is passed accordingly. 


Date : 07.01.2019 

AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 15th February, 2019 

S.O. 390.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 114/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum-Labour-Court-1, 
New Delhi, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the Directorate of 
Industrial, Govt, of Mizoram, Mizoram Pavilian New Delhi and Others, and their workmen which were received by the 
Central Government on 15.02.2019. 


[No. L-42012/70/2015-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND DOGRA PRESIDING OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT No.l, DWARKA COURTS COMPLEX : NEW DELHI 

ID No. 114/2015 


Shri Kishan Dev Kumar, 

S/o. Shri Saroop Mandal, 

R/o. C-41/268 Janta Camp T-Huts, 

Mathura Road, 

Delhi 110001. ...Workman/Claimant 


Versus 


(1) Directorate of Industries, 

Govt, of Mizoram, Mizoram Pavilian, 
Hall No. 16, Pragati Maidan, 

New Delhi 110001. 


(2) M/o.Commerce & Industries, 

D/O. Industrial Policy and Promotion, 
Udyog Bhawan, 

New Delhi 110001. 


AWARD 


.. .Management 


This Award shall dispose of a reference which was made to this Tribunal by the appropriate Government vide its letter 
No. L-42012/70/ 2015-IR(DU) dated 20.04.2015 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(in short the Act) for adjudication of an industrial dispute, terms of which are as 
under: 


‘Whether termination of Shri Krishna Dev Kumar s/o. Shri Saroop Mandal from the Mizoram Pavilian ITPO 
New Delhi under the Director of Industries, Govt, of Mizoram w.e.f. 16.10.2010 is just, fair & legal ? If no, 
what relief the workman concerned is entitled to ?’ 

2. Both parties were put to notice and the claimant/workman Kishan Dev Kumar filed statement of claim, with the 
averments that he was engaged as Peon on work charge daily wage basis by the Management vide office order dated 
1/12/1992 and since then, the claimant was serving continuously for the last 18 years. It is alleged that claimant was not 
paid minimum wages as per notifications issued by the Govt, from time to time under the Minimum Wages Act and 
lastly he was drawing Rs.3193/- per month which is less than the minimum wages as prevailing in Delhi. The workman 
requested the management verbally for making the payment of minimum wages and also appointing him on regular basis 
but the Management annoyed and threatened to transfer him to Mizoram. Ultimately the workman was transferred to 
Mizoram and the workman requested verbally as well as in writing to the Head Office and Local office but his request 
was not acceded to and ultimately the Management terminated the services of the workman w.e.f. 16/10/2010 vide order 
dated 26/10/2010, in illegal way, without conducting any enquiry or without serving any charge sheet. A legal/demand 
notice dated 10/5/2013 followed by reminder letter dated 21/8/2013 was sent to the Management but to no response. 
Thereafter the workman approached the Conciliation Officer but to no avail as the Management refused to accept the 
demand of the workman. It is pleaded that the workman is a poor person, having no source of income and is 
unemployed since after termination of his services on 16/10/2010. Prayer has been made for his reinstatement into 
service with continuity of service and with full back wages and all permissible benefits. 

3. The claim petition has been resisted by the Management who filed its written statement/counter affidavit, 
stating that the claimant was engaged on 1/12/1992 to serve in the Emporium of Industries Department, located within 
Mizorm Pavilion, Hall No. 16, Pragati Maidan, New Delhi, whereas another workman Hiralal was also engaged on 
13/11/1992. During the month of IITF, their services were very useful for the department but when the IITF season was 
over or after the emporium was abolished after some years, the requirement & nature of work left could be performed by 
one employee. During the period from 2009 to 2010, due to superannuation pension and expiry of staff, there was an 
acute shortage of group-D staff at the Directorate of Industries and hence the Management decided to transfer one of the 






1176 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : MARCH 16, 2019/PHALGUNA 25, 1940 


[Part II—Sec. 3(ii)] 


Muster Roll workers and the claimant being junior of the two was transferred to Mizoram vide order dated 24/3/2010. 
However, the claimant did not comply with the said transfer order and he was given show cause notice on 12/5/2010 
stating that if he did not join his post at the Directorate of Industries within the month of May, 2010, necessary action 
will be taken against him. The claimant replied to the show cause notice, stating that he did not receive the transfer order 
and as such, he was given another chance to join his services at Mizoram within one month i.e. till last day of July, 2010 
and he was even offered special consideration for reimbursement of train and bus fares from New Delhi to Aizawal, 
State of Mizoram. The claimant then sent another letter giving lame excuses for non joining at the Aizawal which was 
duly replied vide letter dated 24/8/2010 by the Management giving him warning that if he did not join at the end of 
August, 2010. Action will be taken against him. The claimant again gave reply to the said letter, taking feeble excuses 
and keeping in view his conduct & non cooperative behavior, he was served with a show cause notice dated 16/9/2010 
and ultimately the Management terminated the services of the claimant vide letter dated 26/10/2010. It has been alleged 
that the claimant was not a regular employed and was engaged as a daily wage casual labourer and hence the 
Management had no liability to hold a departmental enquiry against the claimant and question of retrenchment 
compensation under Section 25-F of the Act does not arise. Prayer has been made for dismissal of the claim petition 
with costs. 

4. The claimant/workman filed rejoinder wherein he denied all the allegations made by the Management and 
reiterated her own case as set up in the claim petition. 

5. On the pleadings of the parties, my learned Predecessor vide order dated 29/07/2016 observed that no specific 
issue except the one referred by the appropriate Government arose for adjudication and hence, parties were called upon 
to adduce their respective evidence. 

6. The Claimant in support of his case examined himself as W.W. 1 and tendered her affidavit Ex.WW 1/A alongwith 
documents Ex.WWl/1 to WW1/16. 

7. On the other hand, the Management in order to rebut the case of the claimant examined Shri D.K. Chakraborty, 
Project Manager, who tendered his evidence by way of affidavit Ex.MWl/A and relied on the document Ex.MWl/1 to 
Ex.MWl/11. 

8. I have carefully gone through the evidence adduced on record by both the parties and have give my thoughtful 
consideration to contentions of Shri Subhash Kumar, A/R for the claimant as none had appeared on behalf of the 
Management to address arguments. 

9. From the pleadings of the parties and evidence adduced on record, it is manifest that the claimant/workman was 
engaged as casual daily wage labourer/Group-D staff (Peon) on 1 st December, 1992 and continued to work as such at 
Mizoram Pavilion Hall No. 16, Pragati Maidan, New Delhi till 2009-2010. It is evident from the engagement card 
Ex.WWl/9 and Ex.WWl/10, that the claimant engaged as Chowkiday (unskilled worker) was paid wages @ Rs.103/- 
per day during the year 2008-2009 and that is to say that he was paid Rs.3193/- per month. It is also evident from the 
evidence adduced on record that the services of the claimant were terminated vide order Ex.MWl/10 (dated 26-10-2010) 
w.e.f. 16/10/2010. Thus, it stands proved on record that the claimant had been working as casual/daily wage worker 
with the Management from 1992 to 16-10-2010 and as such, to my mind, the claimant is a “workman” within the 
definition of Section 2(S) of the Act. In this regard, reference can be made to the decision in the case of Devinder Singh 
VT. Municipal Council Sanaur, AIR 2011 Supreme Court 2532, wherein the Hon'ble Apex Court while interpreting the 
provisions of Section 2(S) of the Act which deals with the definition of "workman” has observed as under :- 

“The source of employment, the quantum of recruitment, the terms & conditions of employment/ contract of 
service, the quantum of wages/ pay and mode of payment are not at all relevant for deciding whether or not a 
person is a workman within the meaning of Section 2(s) of the Act. The definition of workman also does not 
make any distinction between full time and part time employee or a person appointed on contract basis. There 
is nothing in the plain language of Section 2(s) from which it can be inferred that only person employed on 
regular basis or a person employed for doing whole time job is a workman and the one employed on temporary, 
part time or contract basis on fixed wages or as a casual employee or for doing duty for fixed hours is not a 
workman 

It is clear from the perusal of aforesaid observations that even if a person is engaged on temporary, part time or contract 
basis or for doing any other kind of work and is duly paid wages for the said work, in that eventuality such a person 
would be covered by the definition of “workman” as provided in Section 2(S) of the Act. 

10. As discussed above, in the case in hand engagement of the claimant as casual worker stands established and as 
such this Tribunal has no hesitation to hold that there existed relationship of Employer-employee between the 
Management and the claimant herein and that the claimant had been working as casual worker with the Management for 
about 18 years prior to his termination w.e.f. 16/10/2010. 

11. The vital question now arises for consideration is as to whether termination of the claimant is illegal and against 
the provisions of the Act. This Tribunal has already held that the claimant was the "Workman” for the purposes of the 
Act. Case of the Management is that due to exigency viz. closure of IITF work at Delhi, the claimant was transferred 
from New Delhi to Aizawal, Mizoram vide order dated 24/3/2010 but he did not comply with the said transfer order and 
that is why a show cause notice dated 12/5/2010 was issued to him, asking him to join at the Directorate of Industries, 
Mizoram within the month of May, 2010. The claimant replied to the show cause notice, stating that he did not receive 
the transfer order and as such, the claimant was given another chance to join his services at Mizoram within one month 
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i.e. till last day of July, 2010 and he was even offered special consideration for reimbursement of train and bus fares from 
New Delhi to Aizawal, State of Mizoram. But then the claimant then sent another letter giving lame excuses for non 
joining at the Aizawal which was duly replied vide letter dated 24/8/2010 by the Management giving him warning that if 
he did not join at the end of August, 2010. Action will be taken against him. The claimant again gave reply to the said 
letter, taking feeble excuses and keeping in view his conduct & non-cooperative behavior, he was served with a show 
cause notice dated 16/9/2010 and ultimately, the Management terminated the services of the claimant vide letter dated 
26/10/2010 w.ef. 16/10/2010. The claimant made representations Ex.MWl/5, Ex.MWl/7 and Ex.MWl/9, giving his 
plight and family situation to join at Aizawal. It is pertinent to mention here that the claimant was engaged for 
performing duties at Mizoram Pavilion at Delhi and was just getting Rs.3000/- or so per month in the year 2010 when he 
was sought to be transferred to Aizawal, Mizoram from Delhi. It was argued on behalf of the claimant that approach of 
the Management in transferring him from Delhi to Aizawal, Mizoram was/is quite harsh as it was difficult for the 
claimant to maintain himself & his family members at Mizoram with meager wages of Rs.3000/- per month and it 
virtually amounted to change of service conditions of the workman/claimant, whereas it was contended on behalf of the 
Management that the claimant was transferred to Aizawal, Mizoram because his services were not required at New Delhi 
and at present there is no post available in Delhi where the claimant can be accommodated. Be that as it may, the fact 
remains that the Management did not issue any notice to the claimant before ordering his termination, nor has paid one 
month’s salary in lieu of such notice as required under Section 25-F of the Act. I may mention that provisions of Section 
25-F of the Act which provides for conditions precedent to retrenchment of workmen, are absolute and inexorable and it 
reads as under 

“25-F : Conditions precedent to retrenchment of workmen - 

No workman employed in any industry who has been in continuous service for not less than one year under an employer 
shall be retrenched by that employer until - 

(a) The workman has been given one month’s notice in writing indicating the reasons for retrenchment and 
the period of notice has expired, or the workman has been paid in lieu of such notice, wages for the 
period of the notice; 

(b) The workman has been paid, at the time of retrenchment, compensation which shall be equivalent to 
fifteen days’ average pay for every completed years of continuous service or any part thereof in excess of 
six months; and 

(c) Notice in the prescribed manner is served on the appropriate Government or such authority as may be 
specified by the appropriate Government by notification in the Official Gazette.” 

The above provision makes it clear that the employer is required to give notice to the appropriate Government apart-from 
giving one month’s notice in writing or one month’s wages in lieu of such notice and payment of retrenchment 
compensation to the concerned workman. 

12. There is long line of decisions of Hon’ble Apex Court as well as of various High Courts that provisions of 
Section 25-F of the Act are mandatory in nature and termination of the workman from services in derogation of the 
provisions of Section 25-F of the Act will render whole action of the Management Bank to be illegal and wrong under 
the law. As such, it is held that action of the Management in terminating/disengaging the services of the claimant herein 
was unjustified and illegal. 

13. Now the crucial question for consideration is whether the claimant is entitled to any incidental relief of payment 
of back wages and/or reinstatement of service. There is pleading in the claim petition as well as evidence to the effect 
that the workman is unemployed since the day of his termination and has got no source of his livelihood.. The 
Management has not adduced any evidence to show that the claimant is gainfully employed somewhere else or that he is 
in a position to make his both ends meet by doing any work. Even if it is assumed that the claimant is doing some 
intermittent or ad-hoc work to make his both ends meet, that would not itself amount to gainful employment. 

14. Since there is no evidence on record that any valid notice was issued by the Management to the workman at the 
time of termination or in lieu of such notice, any compensation was paid to her, as such action of the Management in 
terminating the services of the workman w.e.f. 16/10/2010 is held to be illegal and void. 

15. Now the residual question is whether the claimant/work is entitled to any incidental relief of payment of back 
wages and/or reinstatement of service with full back wages. It is proved on record that claimant was working as casual 
worker in the Management for the last about 18 years prior to his termination vide order dated 26/10/2010 w.e.f. 
16/10/2010. There is no show cause notice or charge-sheet issued to the claimant/workman by the Management. 
Moreover, the job of the workman to perform duties of Peon is of perennial and regular nature. The claimant has pleaded 
and testified that he is totally unemployed since his termination. 

16). The Hon'ble Apex Court in case “Deevali Gundii Surwase v. Kranti Junior Adhvavak Mali a vidvala vet ’ ’ 
reported as (2013) 10 SCC 324 has held as under : 

"The propositions which can be culled out from the aforementioned judgments are : 

(i) In cases of wrongful termination of service, reinstatement with continuity of service and back wages is 
the normal rule. 
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(ii) Ordinarily, an employee or workman whose services are terminated and who is desirous of getting back 
wages is required to either plead or at least make a statement before the adjudicating authority or the 
Court of first instance that he/she was not gainfully employed or was employed on lesser wages. If the 
employer wants to avoid payment of full back wages, then I has to plead and also lead cogent evidence to 
prove that the employee/workman wads gainfully employed and was getting wages equal to the wages 
he/she wads drawing prior to the termination of service. This is so because it is settled law that the 
burden of proof of the existence of a particular fact lies on the person who makes a positive averments 
about its existence. It is always easier to prove a positive fact than to prove a negative fact. Therefore, 
once the employee shows that he was employed, the onus lies on the employer to specifically plead and 
prove that the employee was gainfully employed and was getting the same or substantially similar 
emoluments.” 

17. The Hon'ble Apex Court also held that different expressions are used for describing the consequence of 
termination of a workman’s service/employment/engagement by way of retrenchment without complying with the 
mandate of Section 25F of the Act. Sometimes it has been termed as ab initio void, sometimes as illegal per se, sometime 
as nullity and sometimes as non est. Leaving aside the legal semantics, we have no hesitation to hold that termination of 
service of an employee by way of retrenchment without complying with the requirement of giving one month’s notice or 
pay in lieu thereof and compensation in terms of Section 25F (a) and (b) has the effect of rendering the action of the 
employer a nullity and the employee is entitled to continue in employment as if his service was not terminated. ( Anoop 
Sharing VY. Executive Engineer, Public Health Division No.l Panipat (2010) 5 SCC 497). 

18. A Bench of three Judges of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Hindustan Tin Works Private Limited v. 
Employees of Hindustan Tin Works Private Limited (1979) 2 SCC 80 held that relief of reinstatement with continuity of 
service can be granted where termination of service is found to be invalid. It would mean that the employer has taken 
away illegally the right to work of the workman contrary to the relevant law or in breach of contract and simultaneously 
deprived the workman of his earnings. If thus the act of employer is found to be totally illegal and arbitrary, in that 
eventuality the workman is required to be reinstated, with full back wages. Plain common sense also dictates that the 
removal of an order terminating the services of workmen must ordinarily lead to the reinstatement of the services of the 
workmen alongwith payment of back wages. 

19. However, Hon’ble Apex Court in the case General Manager, Haryana Roadways Vs. Rudan Singh, 
reported as 2005 SCC (L&S) 716 observed as under 

“8. There is no rule of thumb that in every case where the Industrial Tribunal gives a finding that the 
termination of service was in violation of Section 25-F of the Act, entire back wages should be awarded. A host 
of factors like the manner and method of selection and appointment i.e. whether after proper advertisement of 
the vacancy or inviting applications from the employment exchange, nature of appointment namely, whether ad 
hoc, short term, daily wage, temporary or permanent in character, any special qualification required for the job 
and the like should be weighed and balanced in taking a decision regarding award of back wages. One of the 
important factors which has to be taken into consideration is the length of service, which the workman had 
rendered with the employer. If the workman has rendered a considerable period of service and his services 
are wrongfully terminated, he may be awarded full or partial back wages keeping in view the fact that at this 
age and the qualification possessed by him he may not be in a position to get another employment. 
However, where the total length of service rendered by a workman is very small, the award of back wages for 
the complete period i.e. from the date of termination till the date of the award, which our experience shows is 
often quite large, would be wholly inappropriate. A regular service of permanent character cannot be 
compared to short or intermittent daily wage employment though it may be for 240 days in a calendar year.” 

20. Yet in another latest case of Bholanath Lai and others Vs. Shree Om Enterprises (P) Ltd., 
Manu/DE/1922/2018 (decided on 10/5/2018), Hon’ble High Court of Delhi while considering the question of illegal 
termination and reinstatement held as under 

“The cases in which the competent court or tribunal finds that the employer has acted in gross violation of the 
statutory provisions and/or the principles of natural justice or is guilty of victimizing the employee or workman, 
then the court or tribunal concerned will be fully justified in directing payment of full back wages. In such 
cases, the superior courts should not exercise power under Article 226 or 136 of the Constitution and interfere 
with the award passed by the Labour Court, etc. merely because there is a possibility of forming a different 
opinion on the entitlement of the employee/workman to get full back wages or the employer’s obligation to pay 
the same The courts must always keep in view that that in the cases of wrongful/illegal termination of service, 
the wrongdoer is the employer and the sufferer is the employee./workman and there is no justification to give a 
premium to the employer of his wrongdoings by relieving him of the burden to pay to the employee/ workman 
his dues in the form of full back wages.” 

A similar view has been taken in the case of Delhi ,Tal Board Vs. Vimal Kumar (decided on 5-4-2018) 
MANU/de/1322/2018 wherein service of a casual driver was terminated without any notice or payment of one month’s 
salary in lieu of such notice. The Industrial Tribunal answering the reference held the action of the management to be 
illegal and in violation of Section 25-F of the Act. The Award was upheld by Hon’ble High Court of Delhi by observing 
as under 
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“In view of the above discussion, I am unable to discern any illegality or infirmity in the impugned Award, dated 29 th 
May, 2003, of the Labour Court, to the extent that it holds the termination of the services of the respondent, by the 
petitioner, to be illegal and unlawful. I am entirely in agreement with the finding, of the Labour Court, that the services 
of the respondent were retrenched in violation of Section 25-F of the ID Act and that, therefore, he was entitled to be 
reinstated in service with all consequential benefits. In view of the fact that going by the age of the respondent as 
disclosed in the counter affidavit filed before this Court, he would, today, be only 50 years of age, and also in view of the 
fact that the termination of his services as SCM Driver was not on account of any deficiency or shortcoming detected in 
the manner of discharge by the respondent, of his duties as such, I am of the opinion, that the facts of the present case, do 
not warrant any interference with the direction, of the Labour Court, to the petitioner to reinstate the respondent in 
service with the benefit of continuity of service. The petitioner is, therefore, directed to reinstate the respondent in 
service forthwith. 

Inasmuch as the respondent has not been rendering any service to the petitioner since the date of his 
termination, however, the back wages payable to the respondent would be limited to 50 per cent of the wages which he 
would have drawn he had continued to serve the petitioner.” 

21. Having regard to the legal position as discussed above and the fact that the claimant was performing duty to a 
post of regular and perennial nature, this Tribunal is of the firm view that the claimant herein is entitled for 
reinstatement into service on the same post, with 50 per cent back wages, iinasmuch as termination of the 
claimant/workman is per-se illegal and the claimant/workman is not gainfully employed anywhere since after his 
termination by the Management. Award is passed accordingly. 


Date : 07.02.2019 


AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
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